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more than this, we must find ways to give 
them the recognition that is so long over
due-theirs should be an honored place in 
our Nation's life. It is rather embarrassing to 
realize that the U. S. S. R. does much more 
in the way of acknowledging the teacher's 
contribution than we. 

But I should warn you of a danger into 
which the teaching profession is fallin~ in 
an effort to bring the standard of teaching 
onto a higher plane. Graduate training for 
teachers is placing all too much emphasis 
on method rather than upon context. There 
is far too much .demand for degrees than for 
a true knowledge of subjects taught or of 
the most important of all: understanding of 
youth. Do not, I beg you, let this continue. 

MATURE TEACHER PROGRAM 

As we go searching about for more quali
fied teachers, let us not forget that we have 
a large reservoir of competent, mature 
women, who for one reason or another have 
left the teaching profession. Many are re
luctant to come back to the schoolroom, how
ever much they may want to, feeling they 
have lost ground academically and have too 
much to catch up with. 

Dynamic Alice Leopold, head of the Wom
en's Bureau in Washington, is doing some
thing constructive along this line. As As
sistant to the Secretary of Labor for Wom
en's Affairs, she has instituted a program to 
bring back some 10,000 such women. 

You Californians have provided an excel
lent example of how the refresher courses 
should be conducted. I understand that at 
State college here in San Francisco there 
has been a very active program for prepar
ing older women college graduates for fully 
certified teaching positions. It is good to 
know that currently there are some 130 col
leges and universities offering programs of 
this type, and the Women's Bureau receives 
inquiries daily about them. 

OUR RESPONSIBILITY TO YOUTH 

It is my firm conviction that the school is 
but an extension of the home-that there
fore parents and teachers need each other 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, MARCH 20, 1958 

<Legislative day ot Monday, March 17, 
. . 1958) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God, our Father, our spirits are rest
less until they find the rest of Thy pres
ence; our hearts are empty and our lives 
barren until Thou dost possess our very 
souls. Apart from Thee, feverish days 
are but tangled tragedy devoid of mean
ing, dignity, and beauty. In Thy radi
ance, trivial rounds become sacraments, 
and common days are glorified; even bit
terness, disappointment, and failure are 
redeemed. 

This day, consecrate with Thy presence 
the way our feet may go, and the hum
blest work will shine and the rQugh places 
be made plain. Suffer not any one of us, 
by malice or contempt, to bruise the 
rightful self-respect of any comrade by 
our side. So help us to walk while it is 
yet day, following the wounded footprints 
of Him who, with so few hours in which 
to labor, was able to say of the most di
vine task, "It is finished." We ask it in 
His ever-blessed name. Amen. 

if the student is to receive a true education. 
Parent-teacher associations are expressions 
of the recognition of a shared responsibility 
by two of what I might call the component 
parts of the necessary cooperative action. 
PTA's should be bulwarks of understanding. 
They should be the basis upon which the 
child's sense of security can be built. For 
education is the preparation for the living 
of life in a space age. Discipline, respect, 
integrity, honor, faith in one's self, and in 
the Infinite are more needed today than at 
any time since man came to live upon the 
earth. Without these, today's youth will be 
at a tragic disadvantage when life demands 
their best. 

Children are all any nation has with which 
to build a future- and they must be given 
the tools of courage, and vision, of determi
nation, and faith and then they must use 
them. 

Today's young people speak a new language 
to which we oldsters can well listen. It is 
ours to give them every posl;lible opportunity 
based upon restraints and disciplines of body, 
mind, and soul. It is theirs to use them to 
build a new world. 

WORLD LEADERSHIP RESPONSmiLITY 

All over the Free World people are looking 
to America for leadership-leadership that 
is informed, intelligent, and inspired. Above 
all, a leadership based upon a deep recogni
tion that it is spiritual leadership the world 
needs. While her first concern must neces
sarily be her 170 million citizens, she must 
also conscientiously assume the grave re
sponsibilities of world leadership. 

Basic to any assumption of such leader
ship is a fuller understanding of other peo
ples, their hopes, their dreams, their ambi
tions. At a time when our need for such 
understanding is greatest, it is disconcert
ing to learn that fewer and fewer young peo
ple are studying foreign languages, and that 
history instruction is often inadequate to 
familiarize them with past cultures and other 
countries to say nothing of their own. 

As a young Nation, until recently insulated 
by two oceans and the political gulf of isola
t ionism, our orientation has been more in-

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Wednesday, March 19, 1958, was dis
pensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A .message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States submitting 
nominations was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laii 

before the Senate a message from the 
President of the United States submit
ting sundry nominations, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a bill <H. R. 9369 > to 
authorize refunds by the Veterans' Ad
ministration of amounts collected from 

ward than outward. Now we are challenged 
to broaden our mental horizons as never 
before. We are challenged to make our "In 
God We Trust" constantly more far reaching. 
Words won't do it--only deeds will. We need 
to challenge every phase of our living and 
every step of our way. 

Perhaps this that we call education, which 
I would insist is preparation for the living of 
life or is nothing, stands near the top of our 
challenges. Because you who have made it 
your profession are the first to want it to 
answer the needs of tomorrow's leaders, you 
are here together, questioning and discussing 
its possible faults and the possible improve
ments that can be made. I have come to you 
as Senator CHURCH did that you may know 
that both Houses of the Congress are deeply 
concerned even as is President Eisenhower. 
This Nation of ours, conceived in a dream, 
born of a vision, carries upon her young 
shoulders a truly terrible responsibility. If 
we are to be true to the trust the infinite 
plan placed upon us we must be certain that 
we still believe that: 

"A nation is not a tangible thing, not a 
building of bricks and mortar that will crash 
to ruins at the first strong blow. But it is 
an echo of the past, and a whisper from the 
future, the whole bound together with the 
lives, the hopes, and the endeavors of mil
lions of men and women." 

We who believe this know that our youth 
is all we have with which to build a future. 
Are we giving them health, a wholesome pride 
in their bodies, a deep curiosity about them
selves and their fellow men, an insatiable 
desire for knowledge and for understanding, 
a love of God and of His universe? 

Yours is the task of so organizing the 
ever-increasing knowledge man has been 
given so that it may be theirs to the extent 
each boy and each girl-each young person
can understand and use it. 

May the Infinite give you wil;dom and an 
ever greater comprehension of His desire for 
mankind upon this earth as you sit here in 
conference and then separate to return to 
your several fields of usefulness, stimulated 
and refreshed by these days. 

former servicemen by the Government 
pursuant to guaranty of life insurance 
premiums under the original Soldiers' 
and Sailors' Civil Relief Act of 1940, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bill and joint resolu
tion, and they were signed by the Presi
dent pro tempore: 

H. R. 7226. An act to clarify the applica
tion of navigation rules for the Great Lakes 
and their connecting and tributary waters, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 483. Joint resolution to amend 
the act of August 20, 1954, establishing a 
commission for the celebration of the 200th 
anniversary of the birth of Ale.Xander 
Hamilton. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H. R. 9369) to authorize re

funds by the Veterans' Administration 
of amounts collected from former serv
icemen by the Government pursuant to 
guaranty of life insurance premiums 
under the original Soldiers' and Sailors' 
Civil Relief Act of 1940, was read twice 
by its title and referred to the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
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TRANSACTION OP ROUTINE 

BUSINESS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
there may be the usual morning hour, 
during which Senators may present pe
titions and memorials, introduce bills, 
and transact other routine business; and 
in that connection I ask unanimous con
sent that statements be limited to 3 
minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection. it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT, RELAT• 

lNG TO EXTENSION OF UNEMPLOYMENT IN
SURANCE SYSTEM TO EX-SERVICEMEN 

A letter from the Under Secretary of La
bor, transmitting a draft proposed legisla
tion to amend title XV of the Social Security 
Act to extend the unemployment insurance 
system to ex-servicemen, and for other pur
poses (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Finance. 
AUDIT REPORT ON UNITED STATES SECTION, 

INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER 
COMMISSION 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an audit report on the United States 
Section, International Boundary and Water 
Commission, United States and Mexico, De
partment- of State, for the fiscal years ended 
June 30, 1956, and 1957 (with an accompany
ing report); to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 
REPORT ON ExAMINATION OF NEGOTIATION OF 

FINAL PRICE WITH McDONNELL AIRCRAFT 

CORP. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on examination of the negoti
ation of a final price under Department of 
the Air Force contract AF33 (600)-8743, with 
McDonnell Aircraft Corp., St. Louis, Mo., 
dated March 1958 (with an accompany
ing report); to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 
REPORT ON REVIEW OF ACTIVITIES OF OVERHAUL 

AND REPAIR DEPARTMENTS, NAVAL Am. STA• 
TIONS 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States-, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on review of activities of over
haul and repair departments, naval air 
stations, Department of the Navy, dated 
March 1958 (with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on Government Op
erations. 
PROPOSED- AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER X OF 

BANKRUPTCY ACT 

A letter from the Chairman, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, Washington, D. 
C., transmitting nine drafts of proposed leg
islation to amend chapter X of the Bank
ruptcy Act (with accompanying papers); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 

Three letters from the Commissioner, Im
migration and Naturalization Service, De
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, copies of orders suspending depor
tation of certain aliens, together With a 
statement of the facts and pertinent pro
visions of law pertaining to each alien, and 
the reasons for ordering such suspension 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

GRANTING OF STATUS OP PERMANENT RESI• 
DENCE TO CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner. Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service. Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of orders granting the applications for 
permanent residence filed by certain aliens, 
together with a statement of the facts and 
pertinent provisions of law as to each alien, 
and the reasons for granting such applica
tions (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions. etc., were laid before the 
Senate,. or presented. and referred as in
dicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
Resolutions of the General Court of the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to .the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 
"Resolutions memorializing the Congress 

and the President of the United States to 
enact and enforce legislation to imple
ment the decisions of the Supreme Court 
of the United States outlawing segrega
tion in the public-school system 
"Whereas the Supreme Court of the United 

States on the 17th day of May, 1954, by 
unanimous decision held that 'in the field 
of public education the doctrine of separate 
but equal has no place·~ and 

"Whereas the same Court expressed its 
desire that its decision should be. complied 
with 'with all deliberate speed'; and 

"Whereas the 14th amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States provides that 
no State shall deny to any person within its 
jurisdiction equal protection of the laws; 
and 

"Whereas the interests of orderly Govern
ment demand that respect and compliance 
be given to orders issued by courts possessed 
of jurisdiction of persons and subject mat
ter: Therefore be it 

"Resolved. that the General Court of Mas
s_achusetts respectfully urges the Congresss 
and President of the United States to en
act and enforce legislation to implement the 
decisions of the Supreme Court of the United 
States outlawing segregation in the public
school system; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Secretary of the Com
monwealth transmit forthwith copies of 
these resolutions to the· President of the 
United States, to the presiding officer of 
each branch of the Congress of the United 
States, and to each Member thereof from 
this Commonwealth. 

"House of representatives, adopted March 
4, 1958. 

"LAWRENCE R. GROVE, 

"Clerk. 
"Senate, adopted in concurrence March 10, 

1958. 

"A true copy. 
"Attest: 

~'IRVING N. HAYDEN, 

"Clerk. 

"EDWARD J. CRONIN, 
c•secretary Of the Commonwealth." 

Resolutions of the General Court of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare: 
"Resolution memorializing the Congress of 

the United States to establish a National 
Scientific Academy in Massachusetts 
"Wllereas His Excellency the Governor, in 

his annual message declared: 'Recent events 
in the shrinking universe in which we live 
have focused the attention of the American 
people on our educational requirements. par
ticularly in the field of science. Massa
chusetts is the national center of research 
and advanced knowledge in the field of mod
ern technology and nuclear physics. I have 
since 1949, continuously advocated the 

establishment of a United States Scientific 
Academy•; and 

"Whereas the Commonwealth of Massa
Ch\lSetts with its advanced private universi
ties and leading electronic and other allied 
industrles would provide a likely and fruit
ful location for the teaching, study, research, 
development, and exchange of scientific in
formation and knowledge: Therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the General Court of Mas
sachusetts hereby memorializes the Congress 
of the United States requesting that the 
Congress pass all necessary legislation and 
appropriate sufficient funds to establish a 
National Scientific Academy; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That copies of these resolutions 
be sent forthwith by the secretary of the 
Commonwealth to the Presiding Officer of 
each branch of Congress and to the Members 
thereof from this Commonwealth. 

.. House of representatives, adopted, March 
4, 1958. 

"LAWRENCE R. GROVE, 
"Clerk. 

••senate, adopted in concun-ence, March 
10, 1958. 

"A true copy. 
"Attest: 

"IRVING N. HAYDEN, 

"Clerk. 

"EDWARD J. CRONIN, 
"Secretary of the Commonwealth." 

A resolution adopted by the Nanticoke 
Aerie 834. Fraternal Order of Eagles, of Nan
ticoke, Pa., favoring the enactment of the 
bill (S. 3138) to prohibit the discrimination 
because of age in the hiring and employ
ment of persons by Government contractors; 
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare. 

Resolutions adopted at the 1958 midyear 
meeting of the house of delegates of the 
American Bar Association. Chicago. Ill., re
lating to administrative agency practice and 
procedure and the desirability of a code of 
agency-tribunal standard of conduct; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
(for himself and Mr. THURMOND) : 

Three concurrent resolutions of the Legis
lature of the State of South Carolina; to the 
Committee· on Armed Services: 
"Concurrent resolution memorializing Con

gress to prevent the elimination of the 51st 
Infantry Division of the National Guard 
"Whereas information has been received 

that the Army plans tentatively to eliminate 
six National Guard divisions as part of its 
program to reduce guard strength; and 

"Whereas one of the divisions would be 
the 51st Infantry Division made up for the 
most part of guardsmen from South Caro
lina; and 

"Whereas it is the sense of this body that 
no State should be without its National 
Guard; and 

"Whereas the National Guard is necessary 
and its strength vital to the future of the 
country; and 

"Whereas the guard is composed of dis
ciplined volunteers accustomed to a chain of 
command. who are well trained and are as 
necessary to our defense in the light of a 
threat of a national emergency as any man
power group and as essential as any defensive 
weapon: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the house of representatives 
(the senate concurring), That Congress be 
memorialized to prevent the elimination of 
the 51st Infantry Division of the National 
Guard; and be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be forwarded to each United. States Senator 
from South Carolina, each Member of the 
House of Representatives from South Caro
lina, the Senate of the United States, and 
the House of Representatives of the United 
States. 

"I hereby certify that" the foregoing is a 
true and correct copy of a resolution adopted 
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by the South Carolina House of Representa
tives and concurred in by the Senate. 

"INEZ WATSON, 
"Clerk of the House ... 

"Concurrent resolutions memorializing Con
gress to take the necessary action to carry 
out its prior appropriations and cause the 
Bureau of the Budget of the United States 
to release funds appropriated for the reno
vation and construction of National Guard 
Armories 
"Whereas the Congress of the United 

States by its official acts appropriated funds 
to be expended for the construction and 
renovation of National Guard Armories; and 

"Whereas the General Assembly of the 
State of South Carolina, relying in good 
faith upon the actions of Congress in so ap
propriating these funds, has -appropriated 
$200,000 by Act No. 473 of the Acts of 1957; 
and 

"Whereas, the Bureau of the Budget of 
the United States of America in contraven
tion of the will of the Congress of the United 
States and the General Assembly of the State 
of South Carolina has refused to release the 
funds appropriated by the Congress of the 
United States and has failed to provide the 
matching monies and funds promised to the 
several States by the Congress of the United 
States: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the house of representa
tives (the senate ooncurring) : That Congress 
be memorialized to-enact such laws or take 
such actions as are necessary to force the 
Bureau of the Budget of the United States 
to comply with its wishes in appropriating 
funds for the construction and renovation 
of National Guard Armories in the several 
States; be it further · 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be forwarded to the President of the United 
States, to each United States Senator from 
South Carolina, to each Member of the 
House of Representatives to Congress from 
South Carolina, to the Senate of the United 
States and to the House of Representatives 
of the United States. 

"I hereby certify that the foregoing is a. 
true and correct copy of a resolution a(lopteQ. 
by the South Carolina House of Representa
tives and concurred in by the Seriate. 

"INEZ WATSON, 
"Clerk of the House." 

"Concurrent resolution memorializing the 
members of the Congressional delegation 
from South Carolina to exert their efforts 
and influence in behalf of retaining the 
National Guard units at full strength 
"Whereas it has come to the attention of 

the General Assembly of South Carolina that 
there is a possibility of a reduction in 
strength in National Guard units; and 

"Whereas it is the belief of the members 
of the General Assembly of South Carolina 
that these units are most valuable and nec
essary for defense and for the preservation 
of sovereign rights of the people of South 
Carolina: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the house of representatives 
(the senate concurring), That the members 
of the Congressional delegation from South 
Carolina utilize their efforts and influence to 
retain the National Guard units in South 
Carolina at their present strength; be it fur
ther 

"Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
be sent to each of the Senators and Mem
bers of the House of Representatives in the 
Congress from South Carolina. 

"I hereby certify that the foregoing is a 
true and correct copy of a resolution adopted 
by the South Carolina House of Representa
tives and concurred in by the Senate. 

"INEZ WATSON, 
"Clerk of the House." 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
am happy to join my colleague in pre-

-senting these memorials from the Gen
eral Assembly of South Carolina, urging 

. that the South Carolina National Guard, 
including the 51st Division, be main
tained at full strength, :.tnd that the 
Bureau of the Budget release the funds 
Congress has appropriated for the reno
vation and construction of National 
Guard Armories. 

The National Guard is an essential 
and vital part of our Defense Establish
ment. It provides a means for main
taining a large pool of trained men, at a 
relatively low cost to the Government. 
With the tremendous expense that is in
·volved in modern national defense, it is 
absolutely essential that we keep our 
National Guard and Reserve units at a 
high level of readiness. 

The National Guard is a branch of 
our armed services that has the whole
hearted and enthusiastic support of the 
citizenry in the towns and cities where 
its units are based. · It makes for citizen 
participation in our national defense, 
in a direct and active way. It con
tributes, in no small meast:.re, to the 
economic stability of the towns and 
cities. 

The Armed Forces Reserves, of which 
the Nationa1 Guard is an integral part, 
have always constituted the "minute 
men" on which we relied in national 
emergency. Too often these Reserve 
forces have been neglected so that in 
the crucial hour they were not large 
enough or well enough equipped to meet 
the demands of the time. We must not 
allow our Reserve forces to fall below 
strength again. 

These resolutions express the ·senti
ments of the overwhelming majority of 
the people of South Carolina, and, I feel 
sure, the sentiments of most of the 
people of the Nation. The Senate 
would act wisely to follow the senti
ments expressed in these resolutions. 

The President rro tempore laid before 
the Senate three concurrent resolutions 
of the Legislature of the State of South 
Carolina, identical with the foregoing, 
which were referred to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on 

Finance, without amendment: 
H. R . 8268. An act to amend section 512 of 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (Rept. 
No. 1402). 

By Mr. NEUBERGER, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without 
amendment: 

S. 2715. A bill to disestablish the Balls 
Bluff National Cemetery, Loudoun County, 
Virginia, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
1403); and 

S. 3087. A bill to provide for the establish
ment of Fort Clatsop National Memorial in 
the State of Oregon, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 1404). 

By Mr. NEUBERGER, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend
ments: 

S. 2318. A bill to provide for the convey
ance of certain land of the United States to 
the city of Salem, Oreg. (Rept. No. 1405). 

By Mr. YOUNG, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, with an amend.:. 
ment: 

S. 666. A bill to remove wheat for seeding 
purposes which has been treated witli 

poisonous substances from the "unfit for 
human consumption" category for the pur
poses of section 22 of t~e Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1933 (Rept. No. 1406). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MORTON: 
S. 3524. A bill to change the name of the 

Markland locks and dam to McAlpine locks 
and dam; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MoRTON when he 
introduced the above · bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 
S. 3525. A bill for the relief of Christos 

Psihqgios; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. HILL: 
S . 3526. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1954 so as to allow a deduction 
from gross income for expenses incurred by 
a teacher for his further education; .and 

S. 3527. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 so as to allow an additional 
income exemp~ion for an individual who is 
a student at an institution of higher educa
tion; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine . (for hers~lf 
and Mr. PAYNE) (by request) : 

S . 3528: A bill for the relief of Denes de
Torok; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THYE: 
S. 3529. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

the Navy to transfer certain surplus prop
'erty to Lt. Jack Tuck; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

(See the remarks of Mr. THYE when he in
·troduced the above bill, which appear under 
·a separate heading.) 

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself and Mrs. 
SMITH of Maine) : 

S. 3530. A bill to amend the Fisheries Co
operative Marketing Act; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. PAYNE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: 
S. 3Q31. A bill to authorize the .interment 

of Sfc. Donley M. Harris in the Black 
Hills National Cemetery in South Dakota; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. · 

By Mr. LANGER: 
S. 3532. A bill for ·the relief of John J. 

Klein; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MONRONEY (for himself, Mr. 

SMATHERS, and Mr. PAYNE): 
S. 3533. A bill to amend the definition of 

the term "Airport development" in the Fed
era! Airport Act, as amended; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SYMINGTON: 
S. 3534. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Army to convey approximately 181 
acres of land at Fort Crowder Military Res
ervation to the city of Neosho, Mo.; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

CUANGE OF NAME OF MARKLAND 
LOCKS AND DAM TO McALPINE 
LOCKS AND DAM 
Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I in

troduce for appropriate reference, a bill 
to change the name of the Markland 
locks ·and dam on the Ohio River to 
the McAlpine locks an-d dam. Mark
land locks and dam currently is under 
construction. It is located some 450 
miles upstream from the mouth of the 
Ohio River and about one mile above 
the Indiana community of Markland, 
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from which it draws its present identi
fication. 

Work on the project was started in 
March 1956, and is scheduled for com
pletion by June 1962. The Markland 
project will cost an estimated $71.3 mil
lion, and it will replace locks 35 through 
39 on the Ohio River. 

It is customary for the United States 
Corps of Engineers to designate each 
project with a geographical identifica
tion. Likewise, it has become customary 
to rechristen many of these projects to 
memoralize the name and accomplish
ments of an individual who gave of his 
devotion and talent to enrich the life 
of the community which he served. 

Such a man was Mr. William H. Mc
Alpine, whose contribution to flood con
trol, power and navigation projects reads 
like a Who's Who in the history of 
American waterways development, par
ticularly along the Ohio River. Mr. 
McAlpine was one of the foremost civil 
engineers in the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers. He has long been 
remembered in the Ohio Valley for his 
services in connection with the plannit?-g 
and construction of navigation dams on 
the Ohio River. The huge industrial 
growth along the "Ruhr of America" can 
be attributed largely. to this dependable 

· waterway, which is now carrying at mod
erate cost over 70 millio:Q tons of freight 
annually. 

Mr. McAlpine was born in Lawrence, 
Mass., on August 22, 1874. Following 
graduation from the Massachusetts In
stitute of Technology in 1896; he worked 
on 'en,gineering projects from Massachu
setts to California for about 6 years. In 
1902, he became a . junior engineer in the 
Corps of Engineers' Cincinnati district 
office to design and be in charge of con
struction of lock No. 10 on the Kentucky 
River. Four years later he was named 
assistant engineer, and in this capacity 
was in local charge of the operation and 
maintenance of all locks and dams on 
the Kentucky River. In November 1912 
he became principal assistant to the dis
trict engineer in Louisville, and was ap
pointed district engineer in June 1919, a 
position he held until December 1930. 

During this period, he tlirected con
struction of dams 43, 44, 45, 46, 49, 50, 51, 
52, and 53. This system of nine navi
gational locks and dams below Louis
ville was developed under his guidance 
and made the stream into a water high
way which fostered the Ohio Valley's 
great industrial expansion. He left the 
Louisville district in December 1930 for 
a 4-year assignment that put him in 
charge of design and construction of up
per Mississippi River locks and dams. 
In 1934, he came to Washington as 
Chief of the Engineering Division of the 
Office, Chief of Engineers, United States 
Army: He remained witl) the Chief En
gineer's Office in various important ca
pacities until his death on November 1, 
1956. As a special assistant to the Chief 
of Engineers he was a member of con
sulting boards for a very large number of 
dams for flood control, hydroelectric 
power and navigation. ;He also was a 
member of the consulting board for the 
Tennessee Valley Authority and the con
sulting board named to consider changes 
in the existing Panama Canal. At his 

death, he was a consultant to the Chief 
of Engineers. 

Mr. McAlpine held membership in sev
eral professional engineering societies 
and organizations, and in 1946 received 
the War Department Exceptional Civil
ian Service Medal in recognition of his 
outstanding devotion and accomplish
ments. His friends have long believed 
that his modesty has prevented full rec
ognition of his outstanding work, and 
several organizations have endorsed 
changing the name of the Markland 
Dam to McAlpine Dam as a permanent 
tribute to his memory. Many of the 
Ohio River locks and dams built under 
Mr. McAlpine's direction are fast becom
ing victims of progress. The Ohio River 
development program proposes a series 
of new dams which will eliminate these 
old installations. I believe it most ap
propriate that the Markland project be 
renamed in his honor. It will perpetu
ate the region's memory of a gentleman 
whose contribution to its economic well
being was immense and should be re
membered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill <S. 3524) to change the name 
of the Markland locks and dam to 
McAlpine -locks and dam, introduced by 
Mr. MORTON, was received, read twice by 
its title, and' referred to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

AMEN:OMENT. OF FISHERIES COOP
ERATIVE MARKETING ACT 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, on be
half of myself and my colle~gue, the 
senior Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
SMITH], I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to amend the Fisheries 
Cooperative Marketing Act. I ask unan-· 

. imous consent . that the bill, together 
with a statement which I have prepared, 
be printed in the REcORD. 
. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

bill will be · received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, · the 
bill and statement will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3530) to amend the Fish
eries Cooperative Marketing Act, intro
duced by Mr. PAYNE (for himself and 
Mrs. SMITH), was received, · read twice 
by' its title, referred to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
and ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled 
"An act authorizing associations of pro
ducers of aquatic products," approved June 
25, 1934 (48 Stat. 1213; 15 U. S. C. 521-522) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

"SEc. 3. No association of persons en
gaged in the fishery industry as fishermen 
catching, collecting, or cultivating aquatic 
products, or as planters of aquatic products 
on public or private beds, and no officer, 
agent, employee, or member of any such 
association, shall ·be subject to the provi
sions of the Antitrust Acts with respect to 
any activity incident to the catching, col
lecting, cultivating, processing, or market
ing of aquatic products. As used in this 
section, the term 'Antitrust Acts' shall have 
the meaning given to such term by section 
4 of the act entitled 'An act to create a Fed
eral Trade Commission, to define its powers 

and duties, and for other purposes'; ap
proved September 26, 1914 (38 Stat. 719; 
15 u.s. c. 44) ." 

The statement presented by Mr. 
PAYNE is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY. SENATOR PAYNE 

This bill would amend the Fisheries Co
operative Marketing Act of ·1934 to provide 
that neither individual fishermen nor non
profit fishermen associations shall be sub
je<;t to the antitrust laws with regard to 
fishing activities. The bill is intended to 
give American fishermen the same statutory 
treatment as is accorded to farmers under 
section 6 of the Clayton Act of 1914 which 
provides that "nothing • • • in the anti
trust laws shall • • • forbid the existence 
and operation of • • • agricultural or hor
ticultural organizations instituted for • • • 
mutual help, and not having capital stock 
or conducted for profit. • • • Nor shall 
such organizations or the members there
of, be held or construed to be illegal com
binations or conspiracies in restraint of 
trade under the antitrust laws." 

The Fisheries Cooperative Marketing Act 
of 1934 was patterned after the Capper-Vol
stead Act of 1922 which gave agricultural 
marketing cooperatives an exemption from 
the antitrust laws. For many years it was 
assumed that fishermen enjoyed the same 
status as farmers under the antitrust laws 
but it is now. contended that the 1934 act, by 
its · terms, 1s limited to marketing coopera
tives and does not exempt individual fisher
men or nonprofit fishermen's associations 
which fall short of being cooperatives. 

The problem created by the present inter
pretation of the provisions of the 1934 act 
was brought into sharp focus last summer 
when the Maine Lobstermen's Association 
as an organization and its president as an 
individual were indicted by the Depart
ment · of Justice for a conspiracy in re
straint of trade. The case developed when 
an oversupply of lobsters during the sum
mer months drove the price down to a 
polnt where the fishermen felt they could 
no longer operate their boats. This over
supply of lobsters was caused by early shed
ding and by large imports of Canadian lob
sters. In an effort to improve the critical 
economic situation within the lobster in
dustry the Maiiie lobster fishermen s.topped 
fishing in order to reduce the supply so that 
the price would return to a reasonable level. 
This action 1ed to a Federal grand jury in
vestigation which in turn resulted in the 
indictment of the Maine Lobstermen's As
sociation and its president for a conspiracy 
in restraint of trade. 

This case is presently pending before the 
Federal district court in Portland, Maine, 
~nd the trial is scheduled to be held in. May. 
It should be · made absolutely clear that the 
bill which I -have introduced and these re
marks are in no way intended to influence 
or affect the pending litigation. The bill 
would have no retroactive effect, . and the 
pending case would be decided strictly un
der the provisions of law existing at the time 
the controversy arose. 

The Department of Justice maintains that 
it had no alternative but to prosecute under 
the existing law. The question of whether 
or not there actually was a conspiracy in 
restraint of trade will be decided by the 
courts in due course. It may pe several 
years, however, before this case is finally ad
judicated. Unless prompt legislative ac
tion is taken to clarify the present law, fish
ermen will not know for several years 
whether it is permissible for them to attempt 
to take concerted action to obtain a fair 
price for their catch. 

While the current case is being adjudi
cated on its facts under existing law, it is 
entirely appropriate for the Congress to de
termine whether or not the law should be 
clarified insofar as it would affect lobster 
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catches for future years. · This is entirel1 in 
keeping with the separation of powers be
tween the judicial and legislative branches 
of our Government. 

Unless legislative action is taken the lob
ster industry will be in a complete quan
d ary in regard to permissible pricing policies; 
and the individual lobsterman will be at the 
mercy of the dealer as far as price is con
cerned unless he is willing to run the risk 
of prosecution for violation of the antitrust 
laws-a risk that neither the farmer nor 
laborer has to run in bargaining for a fair 
return for his produce or labor. 

Actually this question as to whether or 
not nonprofit fishermen's associations are 
exempt from the provisions of the antitrust 
laws is not limited to the lobster industry 
but could involve many other segments of 
the fishing industry. 

Enactment of this legislation will give 
every American fisherman the right to bar
gain individually or collectively for a fair 
price for his catch without fear of prosecu
tion under the antitrust laws. 

This proposed amendment relates to 
the tax on the transportation of persons 
and property. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI
CLES, ETC.. PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous consent, 

addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

By Mr. LONG: 
Statement by him relative to visit to the 

Senate by students and chaperones of 
Metaire Park (La.) County Day School. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: 
Newsletter dated February 26, 1958, from 

Representative GEORGE McGovERN, of South 
Dakota-, on the subject of education. 

INCREASED ANNUITIES TO CER- NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA-
TAIN ANNUITANTS FROM CIVIL TIONS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON 
SERVICE RETIREMENT AND DIS- THE JUDICIARY 
ABILITY FUND-AMENDMENTS Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the 
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, yester- following nominations have _been referred 

day the majority leader stated that it was to and are now pending before the Com
his intention to call up by motion Cal- mittee on the Judiciary: 
endar No. 727, which is Senate bill 72, to Joseph Stockinger, of New York, to be 
increase annuities payable to certain an- United States marshal, for the eastern 
nuitants from the civil-service retire- district of New York. for the term of 4 
ment and disability fund and for other years, vice William E. Smith, deceased. 
purposes. Jack D. H. Hays, of Arizona, to be 

I advised the majority and minority United States attorney, for the district of 
leaders that after consultation with rep- Arizona, for a term of 4 years. 
resentatives of the National Association Louis 0. Aleksich, of Montana, to be 
of Retired Civil Workers, I was author- United States marshal, for the district of 
ized to offer amendments to the bill Montana, for the term of 4 years. 
which will make some reductions in ·the Duncan Wilmer Daugherty, of West 
original bill, but will still have their ap- Virginia, to be United States attorney, 
proval. for the southern district of West Virginia_, 

I now submit the proposed amend- for a term of 4 years, reappointment. 
ments for printing, and ask that they On behalf of the Committee on the 
lie on the table until such time as the Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all 
Senate considers S. 72·. persons interested in these nominations 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The to file with the committee, in writing, on 
amendments will be received, printed, or before Thursday, March 27, 1958, any 
and lie on the table. representations or objections they may 

wish to present concerning the above 
AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL AID nominations, with a further statement 

HIGHWAy ACT OF 1956-ADDI- whether it is their intention to appear at 
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL any hearings which may be scheduled. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the names of 
Senators REVERCOMB and KUCHEL may be 
added as additional cosponsors of the 
bill <S. 3414) to amend and supplement 
the Federal Aid Highway Act, approved 
June 29, 1956, to authorize appropria
tions for continuing the construction of 
highways, and for other purposes, intro
duced by me, on March 6, 1958. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

TECHNICAL CHANGES IN FEDE;RAL 
EXCISE TAX LA WB-ADDITIONAL 
COSPONSOR OF AMENDMENT 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the name of 
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] be 
added as an additional cosponsor of pro
posed Amendment A of February 24, 1958, 
to the bill <H. R. 7125), to make technical 
changes in the Federal excise tax laws, 
and for other purposes. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA
TION OF JOHN F. DYER TO BE 
SEVENTH JUDGE OF THE FIRST 
CIRCUIT, CIRCUIT COURTS, TER
RITORY OF HAW Ail 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, I desire to give notice that a public 
hearing has been scheduled for Thursday, 
March 27, 1958, at 10:30 a. m., in room 
424 Senate Office Building, upon the 
nomination of John F. Dyer, of Hawaii, 
to be seventh judge of the first circuit, 
circuit courts, Territory of Hawaii, for 
the term of 6 years, vice Calvin C. Mc
Gregor, term expired. 

At the indicated time and place per
sons interested in the above nomination 
may make such representations as may 
be pertinent. The subcommittee consists 
of the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JoHNSTON], the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. JENNER]. and myself, as chairman. 

-FAVORABLE 'ASPECTS OF THE 
ECONOMIC SITUATION 

Mr. CARL~ON. Mr. President, among 
our people there is so much pessimism 
in regard to the economic picture that 
it might be well for us to stop and take 
a look at some developments that are 
taking place, and that should, in the 
near future, bring about a vigorous, dy
namic upswing in our economy. 

In the present business recession, w~ 
are inclined to look at the valleys; but 
at the foothills there are indicators 
which assure increased employment and 
greatly increased gross national produc
tion. So, Mr. President, instead of look
ing continuously at the gloomy side of 
the picture, let us look at some facts that 
should give encouragement to the faint
hearted. 

I am listing seven items that are based 
on the present situation, and the pros
pects for their growth and expansion. 
They were furnished to me by one of the 
good business analysts of uur country. 
They are as follows: 

First. Steel output: The present an
nual rate of steel output is about 71 mil
lion tons. At some point in 1958, steel 
production is likely to cross an annual 
rate of 115 million tons. Moreover, at 
some point between now and expiration 
of the present labor contract, the indus
try will find itself producing at a rate of 
between 115 million and 120 million tons. 

Second. Defense orders: The place
·ment of new orders has begun a rising 
trend. The annual rate should advance 
from the $12 billion level of last fall up 
to about $26 billion. · . 

Third. Gross national product: In the 
fourth quarter of last year, the gross 
national product was at an annual rate 
of about $434 billion. By the fourth 
quarter of 1958, we expect at least $10 
billion more than that-in other words, 
an upswing of $10 billion from the 
fourth quarter of 195'1 to the fourth 
quarter of this year. 

Fourth. Consumer expenditures: The 
prospect for the fourth quarter of 1958 is 
an increase in annual rates, as follows: 
For services, about $6 billion; for retail 
sales, about $6 billion-or a combined 
increase of $12 billion over the amount 
for the fourth quarter of 1957. 

Fifth. Residential building: In t~1e 
fourth quarter of this year it should be 
6 percent to 8 percent higher than for 
the fourth quarte: of 1957. 

Sixth. Bank credit: For 1958, total 
bank credit-loans and investment
should increase by more than $5 billion. 

Seventh. Science and defense: Last 
year, America spent about $8.5 billion for 
science, research, and development. 
That includes what the Government 
spent, what private industry spent, and 
what universities spent. Nearly one
half of the total was related to defense. 
In 1958, the total :figure should increase 
by more than $1 billion. It probably 
will keep going up; and, in 1960, the an
nual amount for science, research. and 
development in the American economy 
should reach $12 billion. 

In view of the above indicators, I think 
our people and our Nation can well look 
forward with great confidence to an 
early period of prosperity. 
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In its issue ·of March 13, the Topeka 

State Journal published an editorial en
titled "We Ride Off in All Directions?" 
I commend it to the Senate, and ask 
unanimous consent that it be made a 
part of these remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

WE RIDE OFJ' IN ALL DIRECTIONS? 
Chaos is almost a soft word for the free-for

all competition in Washington to lavish the 
costliest remedies on an economy that may 
not really be very sick, or that might get 
well quicker and stay well longer under its 
own power. 

Basing their fears on a rising unemploy
ment in certain localities, a few voices in 
both parties have been calling for increased 
unemployment payments to the jobless. 
. Meanwhile some citizens wonder _what the 
definition of joblessness is. What is unem
ployment? 

A breadwinner who is laid off through no 
fault of his or her own is out ·af a job, to be 
sure. He needs the work and is unable to 
get a job. He is unemployed by any fair defi
nition, of course. But is a person genuinely 
unemployed who was working so that the 
family would have extra income and a high
er-than-usual standard of living-is this per
son really unemployed when laid off? 
. In other words, should the definition of 
unemployment be based on need to work 
rather than ·the mere desire or decision to 
work? And how many hundreds of thou
sands or millions would be shaved off the 
current unemployment total if the standard 
of need were the test? If all persons ~ver 16 
·decided to work, then must the economy be 
expected to supply that many jobs? Would 
all who did not find jobs be classed as un
employed in such a case? 
- Then, ·some other Senators called for a 
new PWA or WPA. But is this business dip 
already a depression? By· what fair test? 
·The younger folks · who don't remember the 
dirty 'thirties can of course be kidded into 
-thinking so. 1\nd this is an election year 
when handouts are votes. Even Presiden;t 
Eisenhower has confused us an. by saying last 
weekend that be rejects pump-priming 
schemes as da,naging to America but wants 
a spending program of genuinely needed pub
lic works. This sounds a little too much like 
choosing between your poison and my meat. 

Now come Vic'e-President NIXON, Secretary 
of Lahar Mitchell, and other estimable gen
tlemen proposing an income tax cut as the 
best · way to halt the recession. Mr. NixoN 
went all out and said an across-the-board 
tax cut . is the fastest, surest, and best 
method, leaving out only the "mostest." 

Does it make sense to be cutting the in
com~ tax immediately after raising the na
tional debt limit so that we can borrow more 
billions to gi' e to our ideological in-laws 
abroad? 
· And did we hear some ruffled Jayhawker 
wondering why, l'f it is good sense for Wash
ington to cut the income tax, the Topeka 
statehouse is trying to hike it? 

WHERE BAD TIMES IN THE NATION 
HAVE HIT T:HE H~RDEST 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
the distinguished columnist and author, 
Marquis Childs," published in the Wash
ington Post and Times · Herald of March 
18, 1958, a most illuminating article 
which appeared . under . the heading 
···where Bad Times Hit the Hardest." 

My own State of Oregon i~ one of 
those listed by Mr. Childs in this un
enviable category. Oregon has been 
crippled- economically by tight money; 
by a slump in housing and in the lumber 

industry, and .by the admi;nistration's 
policy of no new authorizations for 
major, multipurpose waterpower proj
ects in the Columbia River Basin. 

I think Mr. Childs' analysis offers 
sound and cogent reasons for enacting 
immediately the recent proposals put 
forth by the distinguished junior Sena
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] 
and his cosponsors, of whom I am one, 
for an early extension of unemployment 
compensation benefits to jobless workers 
whose c1aims already have been ex
hausted. They face the dire specter of 
hunger or of public welfare-no aca
demic choice to such people. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle by Mar.quis Childs be printed in the 
body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WHERE BAD TIMES HIT THE HARDEST · 
(By Marquis Childs) 

With 15 percent of insured workers un
employed, Montana leads the list of States 
in an analysis of where the recession is 
hitting hardest. · 

Five States, all of them with insured un
employment above 12 percent, are runners
up for this unenviable spot. They are Idaho, 
Kentucky, Michigan, Oregon, and West. Vir
ginia. In each instance they reflect either 
the wood industry ·ar mining or both or, in 
the example of Michigan, the manufacture 
of automobiles. 

Nine other States come just below, with 
more than 10 percent of insured unemploy
ment.. These States are Arkansas, Maine, 
Mississippi, Nevada, North Dakota, Pennsyl-

. vania, Rhode Island, T~nnessee, and Wash
i~gton. Another fa~tor, in addition ,to 
mining and timber, is added in many of 
these States, and that is textiles. The na-· 
tiona! average is 7.9 percent. 

All of' the' above percentages are based on 
:t>zpartment of Labor figures on insured un
employment for the week ending February 
22. The figures just available, for the week 
ending March 1, show some increases, and 
they are particularly ·significant, since it is 
in March that the administration has looked 
for a lev~ling off and perhaps even the be
ginning of an upturn. 

Between Fe.bruary 22 and March 1 unem
ployment in Michigan went from 12.2 to 13.2, 
in Pennsylvania from 10.1 to .10.4, in New 
Jersey from 9.4 to 9.6, in West Virginia from 
12.2 to 12.6. In some States the number 
of initial claims for unemployment insurance 
rose sharply while in others it dropped. 

But while the , recession is spotty, its ef
fects are spread widely, both on the basis 
of industry and geography. And conse
quently the political pressures on Govern
ment to provide a remedy likewise come from 
areas scattered around the country. , 

For a year or more unemployment has 
been high in the timber and mining States. 
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER, Of Oregon, has 
presented statistics to show that of 105,276. 
persons filing claims for unemployment 
benefits in the first 7 months of the 1957-
58 benefit year in his State, 5,318 have al
ready drawn their full amount and this 
number is increasing at t .he rate of more 
than 800 a week. 

The growing unemployment in textiles and 
mining is having a direct effect on programs 
the Eisenhower administration considers vi
tal to the Nation's futnre. From the South, 
which now has "up to "three-fourths o;f all 
textile manufacture, comes a strong demand 
for protective tariffs threatening the 5-year 
extension of the reciprocal trade program 
which the President puts high on the es
sential list. From the mining States, a simi-

lar demand Is likely to result in special ex
emptions for hard-hit minerals such as lead 
and zinc, with dire consequences for Amer
ica's relations with .Canada, Peru, Mexico, 
and other countries that sell their minerals 
for dollars . here. 

In putting together the unemployment 
picture across the Nation, there are several 
marked differences between 1958 and the 
mid-1930's. The most obvious difference is, 
of course, that in the earlier period mass 
unemployment above 10 million, which was 
20 percent or more of the total work force, 
became chronic. But what is less well known 
is the fact that, thanks to able Federal and 
State unemployment analysts, more or less 
exact figures are known from week to week 
and month to month. 

Out of the latest jobless total of 5 mil
lion, insured workers represent roughly 60 
percent. Those without unemployment in
surance make up the balance and their num
bers are computed ·by a nationwide sampling 
taken by the Census Bureau. Among the 
latter are farm workers and those who have 
just come into the labor market. 

But figures, whether relatively exact as 
today or mere guesstimates as they were 20 
years ago, cannot convey what unemploy
ment really mean·s. They cannot convey 
what it means to migrant farm workers in 
Florida, where the freeze destroyed crops, 
or in the boot ·heel of Missouri where they 
wait for work with only the thinnest kind 
of relief to keep them going. Cold figures 
cannot pictt,Jre the dismay in a town such 
as B~ddeford, Maine, where the closing of a 
textile plant shoots unemployment up to 
perhaps 30 percent. Here are the harsh 
realities of unemployment, whether large
scale or small, visible behind the statistics. 

EXPIRATION OF LEASE OF NAVY 
DRYDOCK YFD-69 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, a , 
few days ago I submitted for printing in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD letters from 
labor, management, and agencies of lo
cal government which are concerned 
over the announcement of the Bureau 
of Ships that the lease of the Navy dry
dock, designated YFD-69, between the 
Bureau and the port of Portland would 
not be renegotiated upon its expiration 
on December 31, 1959. 

At · this time, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a letter from Gust Anderson, 
secretary of Central Labor Council of 
Portland, Oreg., and an accompanying 
resolution, which was adopted by - the 
council at a recent meeting. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and resolution were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL 
OF PORTLAND AND VICINITY, 

Portland, Oreg., January 20, 1958. 
Han. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, 

United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The enclosed res

olution has been unanimously adopted by 
the Central Labor Council of Portland and 
Vicinity and copies ordered sent to the Ore
gon delegation in Congress for your favorable 
consideration. 

Respectfully. 
CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL OP 

PORTLAND AND VICINITY, 
GUST ANDERSON, Secretary. 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas the livelihood of thousands of 

skilled industrial workers · in the Portland 
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area and a direct payroll o! more than $12 
million dollars annually depends on the sub
stantial volume of ship repair work done in 
Portland by ilidividual private contractors 
renting dry docks which are provided and 
maintained by the port of Portland; and 

Whereas the YFD-69, the larger of the 
port's two dry docks (which are the only two 
iarge fioating docks on the west coast between . 
Puget Sound and San Francisco Bay), ac
commodates well over half of all dry dock 
activity in the area, and is therefore abso
lutely vital to welfare and operation of the 
Portland area's maritime commerce; and 

Whereas the YFD-69 is leased· by the port 
from the Navy, and the Department of the 
Navy now refuses to negotiate a renewal or 
extension of the lease of this Navy dock, 
which expires in 2 years, and indicates that 
the lease of the dock will be put up for bid 
near the termination of the present lease; 
and 

Whereas the continuation of this attitude 
and policy on the part of the Department 
of the Navy may result in the removal of 
the Navy dock from Portland, by reason of 
the di~advantages the port of Portland, a 
noncompetitive municipal corporation, would 
face in bidding against private contractors.; 
and 

Whereas loss of the Navy dock would have 
a disastrous effect upon maritime activit.y and 
employment in the Portland area, resulting 
in curtailment of ship repair activity and 
direct shipyard employment, the effects of 
which would spread to many other areas of 
Portland area economy; and 

Whereas this situation is all the more seri
ous by reason of the serious unemployment 
problem in Oregon at the present time, a 
situation which should encourage all ag:m
cies of the Federal Government to . provide 
help and assistance to the area rather than 
formulate policies which would result in the 
opposite; and 

Whereas the operation of the Navy dry dock 
in Portland is in the best interests of the 
Federal Government, by reason of the sub
stantial and increasing revenues received, the 
high degree of care and maintenance of the 
facility in fresh water, and other strategic 
considerations involving the national de
fense; and 

Whereas the port of Portland has indicated 
its good faith by offering to increase its rental 
payments to the Navy in a renegotiated lease; 
the effect of which would be to increase pay
ments to the Navy by as much as $50,000 to 
$100,000 in the final 2 years of the current 
lease: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Portland Central Labor 
Council, AFL-CIO, urges the Department of 
the Navy, including the Secretary of the 
Navy and the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
for Material, to reconsider the announced 
policy of putting the lease of the YFD-69 up 
for bid at the termination of the current 
lease held by the port of Portland, and in 
the light of information contained herein 
and submitted by others, negotiate with the 
port for a lease renewal or exten.ston which 
will be in the best interests of all parties; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That failing this, the Department 
of the Navy seek to minimize the damage it 
will do to the Portland area in the event of 
the dry dock's. removal, by calling for bids on 
the lease of the YFD-69 immediately instead 
of near the end of the current lease, so that 
some time will rem-ain to the port for alterna
tive actions; and be it further ' 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
made available to the many friends of labor, 
including the President of the United States, 
the Secretary of the Navy, and the Secretary 
of Labor, and the full Congressional delega
tion of the State of Oregon. 

CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL OF 
PORTLAND AND VICINITY, 

GUST ANDERSON, Secretary. 

, A GREAT REPUBLICAN SAYS SEC.
RETARY BENSON IS WRONG ON 
FARM POLICY 
Mr. "PROXMIRE. Mr. President, ih 

12 more days the order by Secretaq• 
Benson to cut dairy price supports to 

. barely $3 per hundred pounds-to a pur
chasing power 23 percent below the level 
that was in effect when he took office-is 
scheduled to take effect. 

I have often repeated, on the Senate 
floor and elsewhere, that I think Mr. 
Benson's policies are unfair and unwise. 
I fear that I shall be compelled to say 
so often again. 

This is not a partisan judgment. 
Many fine Republican friends of mine in 
Wisconsin-some of whom supported 
me, others who did not--agree com
pletely that Mr. Benson's ideas spell 
sheer · disaster for family farming and 
for small business in our rural commu-
nities. · 

Mr. President, yesterday I read a 
magazine article by a great and well
known Republican statesman which is 
one of the most effective and most dev
astating criticisms of Mr. Benson's ideas 
.on farm policy that I have ever read. It 
.made me very happy to read this article. 
It renewed my faith that the ideals and 
principles which won the Republican 
Party such loyal support from so many 
fine, honest, sensible people in the Mid
west have not been extinguished com
pletely within the present-day Republi
can ranks. I have a tremendous admi
ration far the principles which attracted 
these people to the Republican Party in 
the past-for their devotion to the inde
pendence and integrity of the family
operated farm, for their championship 
of independent, truly competitive small 
business, for their militant battles 
against the concentration of economic 
power. I am happy indeed to hear the 
voice of this great Republican friend of 
the farmer and the independent busi
nessman raised again. 

This man, Mr. President, is the Hon
orable Clifford Hope, who served for 30 
years as a distinguished member of the 
House of Representatives from Kansas. 

In a few incisive words, Mr. Hope puts 
his finger squarely on the flaws in Mr. 
Benson's arguments. His words are the 
voice of real wisdom and real devotion 
to agriculture and to farm people. I 
commend them to my colleagues in the 
Senate-particularly Senators of the 
Republican Party. I ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. President, that the article 
by the Honorable Clifford Hope, which 
appears in the February issue of the 
GT A Digest, published by the Farmers 
Union Grain Terminal Association of St. 
Paul, Minn., be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
"LET CONGRESS ACT ON FACTS" SAYS FORMER 

REPRESENTATIVE CLIFFORD HOPE, OF K4N-' 
SAS-HE BELIEVES FARMERS NEED LEGIS

LATED POWERS TO COMPETE WITH BUSINESS 
AND LABOR 

. In speaking of re,alistlc farm planning, few. 
men have the, a~thority _of experience tb,a~ 
~elongs tp former United States Representa ... 

, ttve C11fford .R : lfope, of Kansas·. · Now ·re-
. tired, he continues very active in farm affairs 
and has been mentioned as Secretary of Ag- -
riculture to repl!ice Ezra Taft Benson. 

· In a recent series of articles published over 
his name in the High Plains Journal, Dodge 
City, Kans., Hope discusses the current farm 
problem. 'On the following pages, the GTA 

·Digest reprints some of his particularly 
pertinent comments: 

Agriculture is still operating in the main 
on a free-.enterprise basis. The question is 

·how long can such a situation continue, with 
business and labor going in one direction 
and agriculture in another. 

Until quite recently it seemed to me that 
·Sec-retary Benson was unaware of this para
dox. At least while strongly urging that 

·agriculture operate under a free economy, he 
said nothing to indicate that he realized 
that business and labor were doing other
wise. However, in a speech which he made 
at Ames, Iowa, on December 5, 1957, Mr. 

'Benson indicated that he does recognize 
very clearly the disadvantages which agri
culture suffers on account of the policies of 
big business and big labor. This is what he 
said, and I quote: 
. "Through a period of several years a con
siderable part of the increased profits thaj; 
have ·gone to industry and the higher wages 

"that have gone to labor have been siphoned 
·from the economic bloodstream of the Na
tion at the expense of agriculture. 

"Recently there was announced a further 
increase in the cost of farm machinery. 
Just this week the price of cement went up. 
'This fall the cost of motor vehicles rose 3 
percent. Why must the competitive strength 
of labor and management fprces always b~ 
resolved in higher prices? · Why should 
high~r and higher costs rob farmers-take 
out of farmers' pockets? It doesn't have 
to be so. 

"Tuesday's newsp~:.pers carried a demand 
for a moratorium on demands for wage in:
creases during 1!:!58 by the President of the 
AFL-CIO Building and Construction Trades 
Department. 

"It makes sense. 
••It is sound economic policy in this period 

of infiation. 
"I have always believed in good wages~ 

good farm prices, and just profits. I also 
believe that the three go together, but when
ever any one of these components gets out of 
line, it adversely affects the other. There· is 
no question that farm prices today are out 
of line with profits and wages. . , 
· "Let us all join in this battle against ris
ing costs-this major robber of net farm 
income. 

"There are many weapons with which to 
fight. We must maintain a reasonable mon
etary policy; s~rengthen sound farmer coop
~:'atives and improve farming efficiency, 
particularly in marketing and distribution." 

There you have it. These are the weapons 
which Mr. Benson ·thinks will defeat all the 
efforts of . big business and big labor to in.;. 
crease prices. 

If Mr. Benson would be realistic for 5 min
utes, he would know that industry and labor 
are going to keep right on doing what they 
are doing now. He can wring his hands until 
doomsday, and they will still keep it up: 
Back in the 1880's and 1890's, farmers 
thought there was something they could .do 
about compelling industry and labor to fol
low the rules of free enterprise. They spon
sored antitrust legislation, programs for easy 
money, control of railroads and railroad 
rates, and similar measures, in an effort to 
eliminate monopolies and put business in 
the same competitive field as agriculture. 
Some of this legislation was enacted, but 
we all know that business, and later organ
ized labor, found ways .to bypass it and that 
as time~ has gone on, monopolistic practices 
J;lave grown rather than declined. 
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No, farmers long ago decided that if they 

were going to get on an equality with bust .. 
ness and labor, they must adopt some of the 
methods used by those groups; that they 
must 'seek favorable legislation; that they 
must to some extent use the instrumentali
ties of government in developing orderly 
marketing procedures. That has been the 
basis of all our farm legislation. In the 
main it has been an effort to secure equality 
for agriculture by giving it some of the eco
nomic tools possessed and used by industry 
and labor. 

It hasn't been as successful as many would 
have liked. It is boxed in with many dif
ficulties. In recent years it has been ad
ministered very largely by people who were 
opposed to it. · 

During the time that Mr. Benson has been 
in office, Congress at his urging has made 
various changes in price-support legislation. 
He urged :flexible price supports and Con
gress gave them to him. That was 3 years 
ago. He said they would do the job of 
eliminating the surpluses, but the surpluses 
have kept growing as has agricultural pro
duction; and this year our production was 
the greatest in history. 

Mr. Benson proposed the Soil Bank t.fter 
originally opposing it; but the Soil Bank 
has failed to reduce production, although I 
tor one feel that it should have further trial 
and more effective administration, especially 
the conservation reserve part of it. 

It must not be forgotten that the present 
farm program is very largely Mr. Benson's 
program. He complains about controls, but 
up to now he has never asked Congress to 
remove controls except in the case of corn. 
In fact at one time he talked of asking for 
stronger controls, although he later backed 
away from this idea. . 

Recently he has indicated that in the 
next Congress he will ask for lower price 
supports and authority to increase acreage 
allotments. But there will still be .controls. 

Mr. Benson takes a peculiar position. He 
blames price supports for all the troubles 
of agriculture, and I suppose this includes 
the flexible price supports which he advo
cated; but he then goes on to point out that 
only 13 commodities plun dairy products and 
wool are supported. All the rest finds its 
price in the market. 

He says that price supports make for in
efficiency; yet agriculture today is more effi
cient than ever in our history. Production 
per man in agriculture has increased 100 
percent since 1939. The Bureau of Labor 
Statistics says that during the same period 
industrial production per man has increased 
only 26 percent. Does Mr. Benson contend 
that production per man would have in
creased more than 100 percent without price 
supports? 

I am not arguing for or defending present 
or past programs. Undoubtedly many im
provements can be made. But Mr. Benson 
refused to consider recommendations made 
by his own commodity committees. He has 
adopted one line--that is, that he must be 
given power to reduce support prices to what 
he thinks they should be. 

Mr. Benson's position is that farmers have 
been paying too much attention to price. 
The facts are just the opposite. Most of 
the farmers' troubles are due to the fact 
that he either doesn't pay enough atten
tion to price, or is unable to do anything 
about his prices. The fact is that normally 
farmers keep right on producing, regardless 
of price; and exp~rience has shown that 
when prices are low, farmers try to make 
\lp price by volume. 

The press reports that at its recent annual 
meeting, the American Farm Bureau Fed
eration adopted a resolution calllng for an 
end to practices by big business and big 
labor that are termed monopolistic. That 
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sounds good, but if those practices could 
not be stopped back in the eighties and 
nineties when farmers constituted 50 per
cent of the population, how can they be 
stopped now when farmers constitute only 
12 percent of the population, and the ratio 
is declining further all the time? 

In other words, Mr. Benson and the Farm 
Bureau seem to think that farmers can re
verse the direction of business and labor. 
In my opinion, that is a wholly unrealistic 
view. 

All of this, of course, further illustrates 
the seriousness and difficulty of the farm
ers' problem. I don't think that we can 
reverse the policies of industry and labor. 
-I therefore think that the efforts of agri
culture to . secure equality must be along 
-the line of using the same weapons as are 
being used by industry and labor to the 
extent that it is possible to do so. 

However, I am under no illusions. It is 
not, and never will be, possible for farmers 
to put themselves fully in a position where 
they can exercise the same controls over 

·production and marketing as do industry 
and labor. Furthermore, whatever they do 
along this line is going to require some 
·use of Government, because that is the only 
way by which millions of farmers can act 
together. If it succeeds, it is going to entail 
more controls of their business than farmers 

' like to accept. 
Realistically, the question is not what gen

eral policy are we going to follow; rather it 
is that of finding the best and most effective 

·methods to use. As I understand Mr. Ben
son's proposal, he does not have in mind 

·any less control by Government over farm
ers' activities. What he asks for, if the pub
lic is reliably informed, is for Congress to 
give him the power to lower farm price 
supports to any level which he sees fit and 
that existing formulas under which price 
supports are determined and administered 
be permanently scrapped. 

I do not believe that Congress will give 
him this power. I do not think Mr. Benson 
expects Congress will give him that power. 
He may therefore modify his legislative pro
posals, but he will ask further authority in 
the Secretary of Agriculture to deal with 
farm prices and crop controls. 

HOW YOUTH SEES THE PROBLEMS 
OF EDUCATION 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
. problems we face in educating our young 
people for the strengthening of the Na
tion and the enrichment of their own 
lives have been given much attention 
on the floor of the Senate. 

We have sought help everywhere. We 
have quoted editorial writers and profes
sors and the programs of national organ

. izations. But I do not remember any in
stance where we sought the help of the 
young people themselves. 

Recently I received a thoughtful and 
challenging letter from a group of stu
dents in Plymouth High School, in my 
state of Wisconsin, who have organized 
themselves voluntarily into a seminar 
group. They have been discussing the 
problems of education. Their letter is so 

, reasonable, and so heartening to me be .. 
cause of the mature and responsible attt ... 

-tude it represents, that I want to share it 
with other Members of the Senate. 

Mr. President, I~ w;wllmoqs con .. 
_sent that, the letter from the Plymouth 

<Wis.> High. School. students be printed 

in the RECORD at this point in my re ... 
marks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

PLYMOUTH HIGH SCHOOL, 
Plymouth, Wis. 

The Honorable Wn.LIAM PROXMIRE, 
The United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
Sm: We are a group of high-school stu:

dents meeting once a week of our own ini
tiative and on our own time with an instruc
tor to study many things that excite our 
curiosity, including the problems of our 
-country in general. 

We are, for the most part, pleased with the 
aid to education bill as proposed by the ad
ministration. We do, however, have some 
doubts as to its value. We are wondering 
where the instructors, teachers, and profes
sors are to come from to give proper and 
adequate instruction to these 40,000 students. 
From our limited experience in the schools 
of this Nation, we know that we have fine 
teachers, mediocre teachers, and inadequate 
teachers. The latter type may be small in 
number, but a small number is too many. 
We are aware that most of the top young 
·people we have been associated with in our 
student careers are not going into teaching 
because of its inadequate financial rewards. 
We are of the opinion the first problem of 
education in this country is not to get more 
good students, but to get more good instruc

. tors, and some way must be found to do this. 
We believe that the simplest way for the 

Federal Government to aid in this problem 
_would be through favorable tax exemptions 
for teachers. 

There is no precedent that we know of for 
this, but the Federal Government has had a 
hand in education· before, through the 
Smith-Hughes and George-Deane programs. 
We are not prepared, nor well informed 
enough to give figures, but we believe the 
exemptions accorded to teachers should be 
substantial enough to attract good people to 
the profession. 

we are also of the opinion that this coun
try is in great need of basic research. From 
a study of history, it seems that the days 
that have been most fruitful in this respect 
we,re (odd as it may seem) in the days of 
feudalism. This seems to be true because 
some persons of extreme wealth of the no
bility would give a . man an ample retainer, 
tell him to go to work, to paint, to write, to 
explore, or pursue his interest in his field . 
Today under our system this is not possible. 
How can it be made possible? We know that 
a certain amount of this is done by our great 
universities but this is not enough. How can 
we increase it? 

we are not inclined to Government grants, 
for we believe that Government is already 
overburdened with the functions that must 
b.e carried on by the Government and per
haps not best able to supervise such a pro
gram. We have a group of people that are, 
at least in part, experienced in this work. 
We refer to our large corporations. The cor-

. porations, however, have not devoted ade
quate sums of money to basic research, for 
the simple reason that they are in business 
to make money and management must an
swer to the stockholders. We understand 
that corporations are able to· deduct their 

· laboratory expenses before computing their 
- profits for tax purposes; we believe that this 
. is right and proper, but we suggest that for 

basic resear-ch they be permitted to write 
off 1 * or twice the amount expended. 

. This wlll give them an incentive and 
an immediate profit. The Government would 

· not have to handle the money and dole it 
. out subject to political pressure and we be

lleve that this is the cheapest way to handle 
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the problem and our great need for J:>asic re
search can be fulfilled in this manner. 

Very truly yours, 
Philip Krueger, Thomas Splitgerber, 

Dennis Schmidt, David Wacker, Wil• 
liam Bein, Kazuhiko Maekawa, Jim 
Owens, Jon Gunnemann, Jack Phipps, 
James Roehr, plymouth High School 
Seminar Group. 

TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS IN
VOLVING INLAND BARGE LINES 
AND AMERICA'S RAILROADS 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, two 

excellent presentations on transporta
tion, in which I believe, have just ap
peared in the New York Times. One is a 
biographical sketch of George Chad
bourne Taylor, head of the Mississippi 
River Barge Line Co. This article was 
published in the Times of March 16, 1958. 
Mr. Taylor emphasized that last year 
the members of the Inland Waterways 
Common Carriers Association had oper
ating revenues which amounted to only 
1 percent of the total rail gross. 

I stress that fact, because I do not be
lieve that the inland waterways are re
sponsible for the railroads' present eco
nomic plight. I strongly favor naviga
tion improvements on the Columbia, 
Mississippi, St. Lawrence, and other 
great rivers; and I challenge the con
tention that such interior waterways 
have crippled the. railroads. 

I also call attention to a vigorous New 
York Times editorial of March 11, 1958, 
entitled "Can the Railroads Wait?" 
The editorial urges in the following 
words, that steps be taken immediately 
to aid and bolster the railroads, which 
are the Nation's No. 1 haulers of freight 
and other commodities: 

The railroads have already been studied to 
death. What they chiefly need now is not 
more study, but helpful, broad action. 

I subscribe to that statement by the 
New York Times. I, for one, am ready 
and willing to support strong and force
ful steps to resuscitate the railroads of 
American economically-a policy which 
I believe would be in the national inter
est. 

Mr. President, I ask that both these 
presentations from recent editions of the 
New York Times be printed in the body 
Of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
and article were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times of March 11, 
1958] 

CAN THE RAILROADS WAlT? 

A Senate hearing in Washington about 2 
months ago was told that the financial con
dition of the railroads was precarious, with 
bankruptcy around the corner. A few days 
later the railroads doing business in New 
York State carried a similar message to Al
bany, with an appeal for help to survive 
against increased costs, high taxation, dupli
cated governmental regulation, and subsi
dized competition of trucking and airlines. 
In both capitals the initial response was 
sympathetic. 

But what have the Governor and legista .. 
tive leaders done in this situation generally 
recognized to be critical? Well, some rela .. 
tively minor relief seems to be on the way. 
But rather than tackle the whole problem 
with comprehensive, prompt action, they 
ask the public service commission to make a 

study of the financial status and prospects 
of the railroads having lines in the State. 
We suppose this study will take at least a 
year. The study of the Long Island was 
ordered by legislative resolution of February 
12, 1957, and the report was delivered 
March 3, 1958. 

The railroads have already been studied to 
death. What they chiefly need now is not 
more study but helpful, broad action. This 
requires hard decisions, some of them politi
cally distasteful in an election year. Some 
localities rely far too heavily on the railroads 
for their tax income. They will have to find 
a new way to support themselves, by spread
ing taxation. They, and all other localities 
enjoying any tax revenues from railroads, 
will need time to make the adjustment-or 
State financial help to supplant rail taxes. 
But if we wait another year for a public 
service commission report, and then have to 
allow a grace period to the localities to com
pensate for rail tax loss, the immediate help 
the railroads need grows dim in the distance. 

There are admitted di1jllculties. It will be 
little advantage to the railroads to win tax 
exemption or substantial tax relief in New 
York, then have to pass on the savings to the 
Federal Government in the form of en
larged tax. So Washington's help is needed 
too. But if New York State wants to save 
its passenger railroads, it must grant them 
what help it can at this session of the legis
lature and in some part anticipate the 
results of a new public service commission 
study, which will only fill in the detail of a 
situation known without study to be gloomy. 

[From the New York Times of March 16, 
1958] 

PERSONALITY: A WITNESS FOR THE WATER-
WAYS-TAYLOR DENIES UNITED STATES 
FAVORITISM FOR BARGE LINES 

(By Robert E. Bedingfield) 
Among the transportation executives ap

pearing at the Senate hearings into the pre
carious condition of the Nation's railroads, 
George Chadbourne Taylor can testify from 
a relatively secure perch. 

Of $20,675,000 gross revenues of the Mis
sissippi River Barge Line Co., which Mr. 
Taylor heads, operating expenses last year 
consumed only $16,017,000. As a result, the 
company had an operating profit before 
taxes of 22.6 percent. 

Just how much this favorable ratio de
pends upon the Government's provision of 
a right-of-way to Mr. Taylor's company and 
industry may be discussed tomorrow when 
Mr. Taylor appears before the Senate in
vestigators. 

The Mississippi River Barge Line's 4,000 
miles of routes wind up, down, and across the 
Mississippi, Ohio, Cumberland, Tennessee, 
Illinois, Allegheny, Monongahela, and Kana
wha Rivers. 

These streams were around for geological 
ages before the barge line was formed, but 
it costs the Federal Government some $37,-
612,000 a year to keep the Nation's inland 
waterways adapted to barges. In the present 
fiscal year it will spend $67,681,000 more on 
improvements. 

OPPOSES RAILROAD STAND 

In common with the eight other member 
companies of the Inland Waterways Common 
Carriers Association, in whose behalf he is 
appearing tomorrow, Mr. Taylor will strongly 
oppose a railroad proposal to impose direct 
user charges on barge-line operators to help 
defray maintenance and improvement of the 
waterways. 

The contention of Mr. Taylor and his in
dustry is that the value of waterway develop
ment to the entire country is much greater 
than its costs. He will argue that cheap 
barge transportation 1s only one of the 
benefits. 

The membership of the Inland Waterways 
Common Carriers Association, Mr. Taylor 

will show, handles only 24 billion ton-miles 
of freight a. year, and its operating revenues 
of $90 million are only 1 percent of rail gross. 

Mr. Taylor says the railroads can hardly 
claim that his industry is the root of all 
their evils. He doubts that, if all traffic 
were removed from the rivers, it would move 
by rail. 

He also opposes the rails' plea for au
thority to operate common-carrier barge 
lines and the rails' request for less rate 
regulation by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

His own company has been subject to 
ICC regulation since its founding in 1929, 
and the regulation was by its own choice. 
The entire waterways' industry wasn't put 
under the ICC until 11 years later. But 
the founders of the Mississippi River Barge 
Line filed with the ICC at the start because 
the original operation provided for joint rate 
and route agreements with the rails on car
load traffic. 

DIDN'T FIT IN SHOES 

Mr. Taylor's service with his company 
dates back to its beginning. In an inter
view last week he recalled that he had 
spurned his father's advice by entering the 
transportation field. 

"My father was president of the American 
Express Co.," he said. "He told me never to 
have any part of the industry." 

Mr. Taylor, who was born in Chicago on 
December 1, 1904, did follow his father's ad
vice when he began his business career. 
After being graduated from Princeton Uni
versity in June 1926, he went to work as a 
purchasing agent in St. Louis for the John
son, Stevens & Shinkle Shoe Co. He had 
landed the job through his college room
mate's father, L. W. Childers. 

After 3 years, Mr: Taylor said, "I knew I 
had made a mistake." 

"I just didn't like the shoe business," he 
recalled. "Since my college education had 
been strictly academic, I decided to go to 
Harvard Business School." But Mr. Taylor 
spent only one day at Cambridge, and that 
was in enrolling. 

"Mr. Childers heard that I had left the 
shoe business. I was spending a day with 
my mother, who lives in Pelham, and Mr. 
Childers called me at her home. He had 
just formed the Mississippi Barge Line Co. 
and. offered me a job as chief clerk in the 
Cincinnati freight oftlce." 

A RUGGED BEGINNING 

The new company was an ambitious ven
ture. It started with capital of $3,500,000 
and was sponsored by the now defunct Gold
man Sachs Trading Corp. The collapse of 
the early 1930's, which destroyed the spon
soring investment trust, had its adverse ef
fects also on the early operations of the 
barge line. 

However, the depression also brought into 
being a massive public works program, in
cluding the canalizing of the inland water
ways. As the barge line's routes grew, Mr. 
Taylor's responsibilities mounted. By the 
late 1930's, he had been made superintend
ent of terminals at St. Louis, with jurisdic
tion over all the company's transfer opera
tions. 

Mr. Childers remained president until1947. 
A year later Mr. Taylor celebrated his 44th 
birthday by assuming that post. Since then, 
the company's gross has about tripled, and 
earnings after taxes have leaped from $625,-
000 to $2,030,000. 

Mr. Taylor explained that his company 
abandoned its carload interchange traffic 
with the ralls as labor costs for physically 
transferring the freight from barge to rail 
and vice versa. mounted. He indicates that 
he is not adverse to renewing agreements 
with his rail competitors, so long as more 
equitable arrangements can be made to 
meet higher operating costs. 
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His own business embraces the hauling 

of widely varied freight. One segment has 
been hit hard by the recession-steel, steel 
products and scrap. About mid-December 
this traffic dropped. 

LEVELED OFF 
"It happened almost overnight," Mr. 

Taylor said. "The drop was about 10 to 
12 percent. It stlll is off by about that 
amount, but hasn't fallen any further." 

Mr. Taylor's entire career in the barge 
business has been in the office. He takes 
considerable pride in the fact that his only 
son is behind the wheel. He is learning to 
be a towboat pilot. 

Mrs. Taylor is the former Frances Bright
well, whom he met in St. Louis. Both Mr. 
and Mrs. Taylor have little time for formal 
hobbies. He is chairman of the St. Louis 
chapter of the Red Cross; Mrs. Taylor has a 
full-time Red Cross job. She is chairman of 
the association's volunteer services for the 
Midwest area. 

THE WILDERNESS BILL 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, one 

of the measures pending before the 85th 
Congress which has been receiving more 
and more support throughout the coun
try is the wilderness bill <S. 1176) , intro-. 
duced by the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] and a nonpartisan 
group of cosponsors representing States 
from coast to coast. 

The interest in the measure is mount
ing in Mis_souri and elsewhere·. That 
was apparent during the recent North 
American Wildlife Conference held in 
St. Louis on March 3, 4, and 5. 
. The National Wildlife Federation, at 

its annual convention on the eve of this 
conference, placed the wilderness bill 
among its major objectives-No. 3 on its 
6-point priority program. ' 

Following these meetings, a thought
ful editorial appeared in the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch on March 6, 1958, and I 
ask unanimous consent to have this edi
torial printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TO PRESERVE OUR HERITAGE 
When Interior Secretary Seaton was in St. 

Louis to address the National Wildlife Fed
eration meeting, he spoke a good, strong 
word for the pending bill to create a national 
outdoor recreational resources review com
mission. We hope the Secretary's endorse
ment helps the measure get to the Presi
dent's desk in this session. We hope he will 
find similar occasion to give impetus to the 
national wilderness preservation bill, also 
pending in Congress. 

The latter bill is equally meritorious and 
even more urgent, as members of the North 
American Wildlife Conference, who met here 
this week, are well aware. Whlle It is de
sirable to have an Inventory of recreation 
areas that exist, it is stlll more pressing to 
provide a firm legal basis for leaving un
spoiled the best of the federally controlled 
areas. The two b11ls are in a sense com
panion measures, but neither is in any way 
a substitute for the other. 

Thoreau said more than a century ago 
that men need "the tonic of the wilderness." 
If that was true in his time it is even more 
applicable to our life today. Former Na
tional Parks Director Newton B. Drury put 
the case for both these b1lls when he said 
of our great natural beauty areas: "Surely 
we are not so poor that we need to destroy 
them or so rich that we can afford to lose 
them." 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
while the Congress was in recess last 
September, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
in an editorial called Bills for All Amer
ica, included the wilderness bill in its 
commendation· as "in the country's best 
interests." I ask unanimous consent 
that the editorial, dated September 16, 
1957, be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BILLS FOR ALL AMERICA 
Two bUls that have 'gone over to the 2d 

session of the 85th Congress relate to the 
conservation of natural beauty and re
sources. Both deserve to be passed next year. 

One is the bill to establish the present 
Dinosaur National Monument as a national 
park. The other is the bill to make certain 
that some areas of the public domain are left 
in their natural state, untouched by man and 
civilization. The latter is known as the wil
derness bill. 

Sponsorship of these measures is biparti
san, and that is as it ought to be. The Dino
saur bill is sponsored by Republican Senator 
ALLOTT, of Colorado, who presents a happy 
contrast to his predecessor, Eugene Millikin, 
since Senator Millikin was one of those who 
sought to flood the magnificent rivers and 
Steamboat Rock formation, on the Colorado
Utah border, with the proposed Echo Park 
power dam. 

Thanks to conservation leaders and groups, 
the Echo Park dam was defeated, but it was 
a long hard fight, and there is no guaranty 
~hat the same interests wm not bring it up 
again. That is, no guaranty unless it is 
made a national park. 

The wilderness bill is sponsored by Demo
cratic Senators HUMPHREY, of Minnesota, and 
NEUBERGER, of Oregon, and enjoys the back
ing, also, of Republican Senators SMITH of 
Maine, WILEY, of Wisconsin, and MuNDT, of 
South Dakota; and Democratic Senators 
DOUGLAS, Of Illinois, MURRAY, of Montana, 
CLARK, of Pennsylvania, LAuscHE, of ·ohio, 
and MAGNUSON and JACKSON, Of Washington. 
Its House sponsorship is also bipartisan: 
O'HARA, of Illinois, REuss, of Wisconsin, SAY
LOR, Of Pennsylvania, BALDWIN and MILLER~ 
of California, PoRTER, of Oregon, and MET
CALF, of Montana. This bill is described In 
the Mirror of Public Opinion today. 

As Senator HUMPHREY has explained, the 
wilderness bill is based on two assumptions. 
First, that an adequate system of wilderness 
areas is desirable and can be preserved with
out sacrificing any other program. Second, 
that there will not long be any such areas 
unless they are set aside as wilderness 
through specific public policy. Senator NEu
BERGER is also correct in noting that wild ani
mals, waterfowl, migratory birds, and fishes, 
and similar resources require outdoor fast
nesses and solitudes in which to survive, soli
tudes that must be safeguarded by some 
form of legislative shield. 

These b1lls are in the country's best Inter
ests and deserve enactment. May the Mem
bers of Congress from Missouri and Illinois 
join in supporting them when the time 
comes. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 
editorial's reference to the Mirror of 
Public Opinion is to a column which ap
pears regularly on ~he editorial page of 
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, reproducing 
opinions from other sources. In this 
instance the reference is to an item called 
The Tonic of the Wilderness, which 
is an excerpt from an article by Edwin 
Way Teale in the Audubon magazine. 

Introducing this excerpt the Post
Dispatch commented that-

Thoreau called it the tonic of wildness, 
and that is what America needs from its few 
remaining true wildernesses; Senator HuM
PHREY and others propose legislation to pre
serve few remaining wildernesses (as apart 
from parks); major conservation step. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
article printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being· no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE MmROR OF PUBLIC OPINION 
THE TONIC OF THE WILDERNESS 

(Thoreau called it the tonic of wildness, 
and that is what America needs from its few 
remaining true wildernesses; Senator HuM
PHREY and others propose legislation to pre
serve few remaining wildernesses (as apart 
from parks); major conservation step.) 

(By Edwin Way Teale, in the Audubon 
magazine) 

One early fall day, 2 miles above sea level 
near the Montana-Wyoming line, I stood on 
the lofty tundra of Beartooth Plateau. 

To the north the peaks and forests of the 
Montana Rockies extended away as far as 
my vision reached. Here was wilderness un
marked by man. Here was wilderness un
touched by civilization. Here was the land 
as Nez Perce braves had known it crossing 
Beartooth Pass for centuries before the first 
white man. In one vast panorama here was 
a vision of original America, of the wilderness 
of old-roadless, cityless, billboardless---as 
wlld as the early pioneers saw it. 

And just so future generations may also 
observe it. For at least part of the inspiring 
vista that ·spread before me that day Is now 
designated as a primitive area. It is In
cluded in the wilderness preservation pro
gram of the Federal Government. 

During the past few years, In gathering 
material for recent books, I have visited all 
48 States of the Union. Wherever I went the 
impact of mechanized civilization was ap
parent. Forests had been sheared. Water
falls had been reduced to a sad, attenuated 
flow. People spoke of wild. places they had 
known since childhood, now vanished. Over 
and over again I heard the same refrain: 
"This used to be such a beautiful place." 

But amid all this devastation there was 
something of gain. As the wilderness had 
receded, the appreciation of the wilderness 
had grown. 

"We need," Henry Thoreau wrote in Wal
den, "the tonic of wildness-to wade some
times in marshes where the bittern and the 
meadow hen lurk, to hear the booming of 
the snipe; to smell the whispering sedge 
where only some wilder and more solitary 
fowl builds her nest, and the mink crawls 
with its belly close to the ground." 

And in a more recent day Aldo Leopold has 
set forth his belief that "the opportunity to 
see geese is more important than television, 
and the chance to see a pasque-fiower is a 
right as inalienable as free speech." Such 
men have spoken for more of us than is 
generally recognized. 

What is a wilderness? 
It is, by the strict dictionary definition, 

an area that is uncultivated and uninhabited 
by man. In a larger sense it is a sanctuary 
for all the primal realities of nature un
changed. 

But do not the national parks already 
provide sufficient sanctuaries for wildness? 

In the back country of a number of na
tional parks there are wonderful stretches 
of unspoiled wilderness. However, the fun
dam.ental purpose of a national park has not 
been to preserve wildness as such. It is to 
protect and make available to the public 
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some superb example of natural splendor, 
some area that is unique. 

The significance of the wilderness area, on 
the other hand, lies in characteristics that 
it shares with all other wilderness areas; 
namely, natural conditions as completely un
touched and unaltered as is consistent with 
its protection and use as wilderness. 

The whole program of wilderness preserva
tion, although never formulated as such by 
Congress has grown steadily in importance 
and popular interest. Its greatest danger at 
present is the fact that the status of any 
area can be altered merely by administrative 
decree. A more solid foundation in law is 
required if the areas that have already been 
set aside are to continue as land forever wild. 

It is for this purpose that Senator HuM
PHREY, with a group of cosponsors in the 
Senate, and Representative JoHN P. SAYLOR, 
and others, · in the House, introduced into 
the 85th Congress a bipartisan b111 to estab
lish a National Wilderness Preservation 
System. 

For the first time, it would give legal 
recognition to wilderness preservation as a 
national policy. It would designate specific 
areas to be set aside. It would outline the 
public policy in regard to them-such as 
that man himself is a member of the natural 
community who visits but does not remain 
and whose travels leave only trails. 
. It would set up a central advisory and 
information group, a repository of files for 
the System, known as the National Wilder
ness Preservation Council. In the main, the 
bill would preserve the status quo. No new 
land administration agency would be set up. 
Jurisdiction would continue, as in the past, 
in various agencles of the Government. 

Known as the na tiona! wilderness pres
ervation bill, it represents one of the most 
important steps forward in the history of 
wilder?ess preservation in America. 

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL UNEM
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION BEN
EFITS 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 

morning papers state that President 
Eisenhower informed a group of gov
ernors yesterday that he would recom
mend to the Congress a bilf authorizing 
the payment of 13 additional weeks of 
unemployment compensation benefits. 

Those who have not served in the 
Congress for the past 17 years may be 
unaware of the fact that this is the fifth 
time a proposal of similar nature has 
been made to the Congress. Three of 
the bills were considered by the House 
Ways and Means Committee, of which 
I was then a member, and the fourth by 
the Senate Finance Committee, when 
Senator George was chairman. 

Neither committee reported any bill 
on this subject, for the simple reason 
that the Congress has no constitutional 
right to appropriate public funds for the 
benefit of one individual or a relatively 
small group of individuals solely because 
he or they may be temporarily unem
ployed. In addition the proposals, first 
in 1942 as a mere grant to the States, 
and then in 1944 as an open and avowed 
effort to regulate State employment 
compensation laws, were such a clear in
vasion of States rights that they were 
promptly repudiated. 

I recall most distinctly the impressive 
showing made before the Ways and 
Means Committee in February of 1942 
by a group of seven outstanding gover
nors headed by Governor Stassen of 

Minnesota, who was then chairman of 
the National Conference of Governors, 
and, therefore, speaking for the group 
as. well as for himself, on the first bill of 
this character, namely, H. R. 6559. 

Governor Stassen in voicing his per
sonal opposition to the bill said that 
while each governor was privileged to 
speak for his· own State, "I do appear to 
present the almost unanimous support 
of the governors of the respective States 
in opposition to this measure." With his 
testimony, Governor Stassen filed many 
telegrams from governors which will be 
found commencing on page 351 of the 
Ways and Means Committee hearings on 
H.R. 6559. 

In opening his splendid statement in 
opposition to the bill and in behalf of 
the preservation of States rights, our 
distinguished colleague, the senior Sen
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTON
STALL], then Governor of his State, said: 

I am here as Governor of Massachusetts 
to oppose this bill, H. R. 6559. · This past 
autumn, the New England Conference of 
Governors met and unanimously sent a tele
gram to the President opposing the federali
zation of unemployment security, and on 
Friday, after talking with Congressman 
Treadway, and learning that I might be 
able to come here and testify, I called up 
each one of our New England governors. I 
have conferred with several of the New 
England governors, including Governor 
Wills, of Vermont; Governor Sewall, of 
Maine; and Governor Blood, of New Hamp
shire, who is present here to testify. Gov
ernor Hurley, of Connecticut, has sent me 
a telegram authorizing me to state that he 
still opposes this bill 100 percent. He is op
posed to the federalization of unemployment 
security, as is Governor McGrath, of Rhode 
Island. So I might state that the governors 
of the New England States are opposed to 
the principles of this bill, H. R. 6559. 

I realize, of course, that in 1954 our 
United States Supreme Court said in 
effect that no matter what the 14th 
amendment to the Constitution may 
have meant to those who framed it and 
to the court that decided the school seg
regation case of Plessy against Ferguson, 
it meant something different in 1954. 
But, Mr. President, regardless of the 
views of those who may think that time 
alone is sufficient to change the meaning 
of our written Constitution, I have seen 
no opim repudiation of the doctrine an
nounced by the great Court headed by 
Chief Justice Hughes in 1936, which 
said: 

The general rule with regard to the re
spective powers of the National and the State 
Governments under the Constitution, is not 
in doubt. The States were before the Coq
stitution; and, consequently, their legisla
tive powers antedated the Constitution. 
Those who framed and those who adopted 
that instrument meant to carve from the 
general mass of legislative powers, then 
possessed by the States, only such portions 
as it was thought wise to confer upon the 
Federal Government; and in order that there 
should be no uncertainty in respect to what 
was taken and what was left, the national 
powers of legislation were not aggregated but 
enumerated-with the result that what was 
not embraced by the enumeration remained 
vested in the States without change or im
pairment. 

And in the same decision, in which all 
efforts to undermine and construe away 

the plain meaning of the Constitution 
were deplored, the Court added this sig
nificant statement: 

Every journey to a forbidden end begins 
with the first step; and the danger of such a 
step by the Federal Government in the di
rection of taking over the powers of the 
States is that the end of the journey may 
find the States so despoiled of their powers, 
or-what may amount to the same thing
so relieved of the responsibilities which pos
session of the powers necessarily enjoins, as 
to reduce them to little more than geo
grapical subdivisions of the national domain. 
It is safe to say that if, when the Constitu
tion was under consideration, it had been 
thought that any such danger lurked behind 
its plain words, it would never have been 
ratified. 

The point I wish to emphasize, Mr. 
President, is just this: If, in Febru
ary 1942, practically every governor in 
the entire United States felt that the 
proposal to give additional compensation 
benefits to temporarily displaced workers 
and especially automobile workers as 
their plants shifted to wartime projects 
was an improper and undesirable in
vasion of States rights, in what way have 
the intervening 16 years changed the 
lOth amendment of the Constitution, 
which clearly says that all rights not 
delegated to the Federal Government are 
reserved to the States and . the people 
thereof? · 

PURCHASE OF MILITARY TRUCKS 
FROM JAPAN 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I 
should like to bring to the attention of 
the Senate a matter which is most 
shocking. It has serious consequences 
for working men and women in my own 
State of Michigan and throughout the 
country. 

Very recently I learned that the De
partment of Defense, in connection with 
the military assistance program, is pur
chasing military trucks manufactured in 
Japan. Frankly, at first, I placed little 
credence in the report. I could not be
lieve that our Department of Defense 
would take action so adverse to our own 
automotive industry and to the men and 
women employed therein. Unfortu
nately, the facts are as reported. I 
have verified them. · 
· The truth of the matter is that the 
Department of Defense has approved 
for procurement. in Japan, in fiscal year 
1958, military trucks valued at approxi
mately $21 million. Moreover, in the 
fiscal year 1957 the Department initi
ated a comprehensive 5-year program to 
rebuild military vehicles and to procure 
new military vehicles in Japan. Soap
parently the $21 million we are paying 
the Japanese automotive industry for 
military trucks in the fiscal year 1958 is 
not the end of this tragic episode. I say 
tragic because that is exactly the situa
tion for almost half a million unem
ployed automotive workers in my Michi
gan, to say nothing of the unemployed 
across the Nation in industries which 
supply the automotive companies. 

I am beginning to fear that there is a 
great deal of truth in a comment which 
is making the rounds about our Govern
ment. People are saying that the Fed
eral Government is becoming more and 
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more like a dinosaur. The body is 
growing so big, the head is growing so 
fast, and the tail is becoming so long, 
that when the dinosaur is kicked in the 
tail, the head does not know what is 
happening. 

Mr. President, to my mind it is un
thinkable and unconscionable that our 
own people should be bypassed in this 
fashion, particularly when we remember 
that their taxes are helping to pay the 
bill. 

As a member of the Senate Appropri
ations Committee, I shall pursue this 
subject most vigorously when appropria
tion of funds for the military assistance 
program comes before our committee, to 
see that the best interests of our own 
workers are protected. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. POTIER. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Who purchased the 

trucks to which the Senator has re
ferred? Has the Senator any facts re
lating to the purchases? 

Mr. PO'ITER. Yes; I have the infor
mation. As is frequently the case, the 
text is marked "Confidential" and can
not be released. But I can assure the 
Senator that the facts are as stated. 
Twenty-one million dollars is being spent 
to purchase trucks in Japan from Jap
anese truck manufacturers. The Sena
tor realizes, of course, that after the 
needs of the military for such trucks 
are fulfilled, Japanese trucks can be 
brought into our market in competition 
with American-made trucks. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator knows 
that that condition is not , peculiar to 
Japan. As I have pointed out many 
times on the fioor of the Senate, funds 
of the taxpayers have been used in order 
to reestablish automobile factories in 
Italy and France. Today the streets of 
our cities are cluttered with foreign
made cars. Who is responsible for that? 

Mr. POTTER. The chickens are com
ing home to roost. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The chickens are 
coming home to roost. I have been 
preaching that doctrine for years. I 
hope that when the foreign aid bill comes 
before the Senate for consideration this 
year the Senator from Michigan and 
other Senators who have been voting for 
suer_ aid will take note of the situation. 
For the past 4 or 5 years I have at
tempted to prevail upon·my distinguished 
colleagues in the Senate to look behind 
the fancy, generalized words which have 
been used to describe our foreign-aid 
program. I have urged them to look 
further than the glowing economic terms 
that have been given us as justification 
for the spending of billions of taxpayers' 
dollars. 

And now the truth is coming home to 
us. I have urged that the distinguished 
Members of the Senate lool: closely and 
see exactly what our dollars have been 
doing, rather than to be content with 
the platitudes mouthed by the adminis
tration. But that is in the past. 

Let us now, with a recession stalking 
our own land, look over the foreign-aid 
program when it comes before this body 
later in the session, and examine it 
closely. Let us look and see to what use 
our dollars are being put. 

In the course of my inspections of our 
foreign-aid operations around the world, 
I have found waste on a colossal scale. 
As I have said before, and as I would like 
to say at this time, I am not opposed to 
a reasonable and realistic foreign-aid 
program-but I am opposed to waste. 
I am also opposed to any type foreign 
aid which converts American dollars into 
a direct threat to the economic security 
of American industry, agriculture or 
labor. 

In our zeal to combat the rising tide of 
communism, let us not forget that the 
greatest weapon in the Free World's arse
nal against communism's attempt at 
world domination is not the latest off
spring from the scientist's Pandora's box 
of atomic deadliness-it is the economic 
strength of the United States. 

We must keep that thought in mind, 
as we attempt to get those who have 
received so much help from us in recent 
years to aid us in continuing the Free 
World's battle. 

Mr. POTTER. The Senator from Lou
isiana has been most diligent in past 
years in bringing the situation to the 
attention of the Senate. 

We are now in a period of unemploy
ment. In Michigan alone more than 
400,000 automobile· workers are unem
ployed. To use the dollars of the Amer
ican taxpayers to revitalize an industry 
in Japan by purchases of trucks which 
-could just as well be made from American 
industry is indefensible. Eventually such 
trucks will enter our market in com
petition with American industry. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. POTTER. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON -of South Carolina. I 

should like to say a word with regard 
to the manufacture of cloth. We have 
been having a great deal of trouble with 
the Japanese in that field. Our own 
Government would not establish any re
strictions on the amount coming into the 
United States. The Japanese said, "We 
expect to send in only a small amount." 
The administration said, "That is fine." 

We have been unable to persuade the 
administration to do anything to prevent 
the flow of Japanese cloth into our mar
ket. Japanese cloth is made with cheap 
labor, which is paid less than one-fourth 
the wages we pay in the United States. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. POTTER. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator in

tend to take up the subject with the 
State Department and find out who is 
responsible for this situation? 

Mr. POTTER. I do. I think the Sen
ate Appropriations Committee should ' 
take up the subject and find out in what 
other areas similar situations exist, and 
what other industries are affected. 

Mr. ELLENDER. We do not need an 
investigation to find that out. From per
sonal knowledge I can point out many 
instances in which we are being traded 
out-not only in the automobile indus
try, but in other manufacturing indus
tries, as well as in the production of 
farm commodities. 

I have been preaching that doctrine on 
the floor of the Senate for the past 4 
years. I am surprised that so few of 

my colleagues have taken notice of the 
situation up to now. It seems that 
lightning must strike before they see the 
light. 

EXTENSION OF . AGRICULTURAL 
TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND AS
SISTANCE ACT OF 1954 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, has 

morning business been concluded 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MoRTON in the chair). Is there further 
·morning business If not, morning husi
ness is closed. 

The Chair lays before the Senate the 
unfinished business. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 3420 > to extend and 
amend the Agricultural Trade Develop
ment and Assistance Act of 1954. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi· 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that tbe 
order for the quorum call be rescindled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I should like to submit a unani· 
mous-consent agreement on behalf of 
myself and the minority leader and ask 
that it be reported. Then I shall sug
gest the absence of a quorum, if no 
other Senator desires to address the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
proposed unanimous-consent agreement 
will be read. 

The unanimous-consent agreement 
was read, as follows: · 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That during the further consid
eration of the bill (S. 3420) ~o extend and 
amend the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954, debate on any 
amendment, motion, or appeal,-except a mo
tion to lay on the table, shall be limited to 
30 minutes to be equally divided and con
trolled by the mover of any such amendment 
or motion and the majority leader: Provided, 
That in the event the majority leader is in 
favor of any such amendment or motion, 
the time in opposition thereto shall be con
trolled by the minority leader or some Sena
tor designated by him: Provided further, 
That no amendment that _is not germane to 
the provisions of the said blll shall be re
ceived. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the said bill debate shall 
be limited to 30 minutes. to be equally 
divided and controlled, respectively, by the 
majority and minority leaders: Provided, 
That the said leaders, or either of them, may 
from · the time under their control on the 
passage of the said blll, allot additional time 
to any Senator during the consideration of 
any amendment, motion, or appeal. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I send an amendment to 
the desk, which I intend to call up later. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received and will lie 
on the table. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 
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The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON. of Texas. Mr. Presi• 
dent, I ask unanimous consent th~t the 
order for the quorum call be rescmded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask .that the unanimous-consent 
.agreement, as modified, be again re
ported. I am asking that the time be 
modified, to provide for 1 hour of debate 
on the bill, instead of 30 minutes, to be 
equally divided, 30 minutes to each side. 
I should like to call the modified agree
ment to the attention of all Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
proposed unanimous-consent agreement, 
as modified, will be read. 

The unanimous-consen.t agreement, as 
modified, was read as follows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That during the further consid
eration of the bill (S. 3420) to extend and 
amend the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954, debate on any 
amendment, motion, or appeal, except a mo
tion to lay on the table, shall be limited 
to 30 minutes, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the mover of any such amend
ment or motion and the majority leader: 
Provided, That in the event the majority 
leader is in favor of any such amendment 
or motion, the time in opposition thereto 
·shall be controlled by the minority leader 
or sCJme Senator designated by him: Pro
vided further, That no amendment that is 
not germane to the provisions of the said 
bill shall be received. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the said bill debate 
shall be limited to 1 hour, to be equally 
divided and controlled, respectively, by the 
·majority and minority leaders: Provided, 
That the said leaders, or either of th~m. may, 
from the time under their control on the 
passage of the said bill, allot additional 
time to any Senator during the considera
tion of any amendment, motion, or appeal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent 
agreement submitted by the Senator 
from Texas? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. What is the 
pending question? -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the perfect
ing amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr.· H'P'MPHREY] to strike 
out section 6, and proposing certain 
changes in the text of section 5. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I see no 
objection to the · perfecting amendment 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota. 
It does not remove the major opposition 
to sections 5 and 6 of the bill. As I 
understand, the amendment would re
quire the payment of the regular rates of 
duty on nonstrategic materials obtained 
under barter deals. Also, it would not 
require other agencies of the Govern
ment to buy nonstrategic materials from 
the Commodity Credit Corporation; it 
would leave to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to hold such goods as might 
be obtained. · 

As I have said, the amendment goes 
only about 2 percent of the way toward 

meeting the major objections to sections 
5 and 6. But I have no objection to any 
amendment which goes even that far. 
Therefore, I have no objection to the 
amendment of the Senator from Minne
sota. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, as I understand, the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont has no objec
tion to the amendment, so the Senate 
may act upon it by our yielding back 
the time and agreeing to the amend
ment. I yield back my time on the .con
dition that the Senator from Vermont 
will do likewiSe. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoB
LITZELL in the chair.) The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, as I 

understand, the pending question now is 
on the amendment which I offered for 
the Senator from Iowa and myself to 
strike out sections 5 and 6, the amend
ment now being modified to strike out 
section 5 only, as section 6 is no longer 
in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if it 
is agreeable to the Senator from Ver
mont, I yield to the Senator from Ken
tucky 5 minutes from the time on the 
bill. 

Mr. !\!KEN. That is agreeable. 
Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I feel 

that a certain amount of barter has its 
place in the Public Law 480 program. 
I think it is beneficial, and I favor a 
certain amount of it. But I think there 
is confusion in the minds of many per
sons about how the barter program 
works. People think of barter as a trade. 
They think we trade wheat for, let us 
say, platinum. 

The way the barter program· has 
worked has been that we sold wheat, 
for example, through private channels 
for either dollars or currencies which 
were convertible, for the most part, into 
dollars. With those funds we would go 
to some other country and buy raw ma
terials, largely through private channels. 

Much has been said of the May 28 
press release of the Department of Ag
riculture, which had the effect of prac
tically shutting off the so-called barter 
program. I am not too happy about 
certain features or paragraphs of that 
release. Specifically, I am not happy 
about item 6 in the release, which pre
cludes the processing in this country of 
any material which is received in barter. 

In other words, if an ore which is to 
come into the United States is in a raw 
state, in a condition of dust, so that 
it might blow away and is expendable, 
it will be processed into another state, 
so that it will keep indefinitely. This 
processing has to be done overseas, ac
cording to item 6 of the May 28 release, 
and I am not too happy about that. I 
know there are certain reasons for it, 
but I feel that that policy should be 
reviewed and changed. 

There are other features in the re
lease, which is in the nature of regula-

tions issued by the Department · of Ag
riculture, which I think should be liber
alized so that the amount of barter could 
be increased from its present level, which 
is very low, to an amount which would 
be more realistic. 

I have great fear that the bill before 
the Senate will overencourage bartering. 
It is true, as the bill provides, that a 
ceiling is established at $500 million a 
year, and that no floor is established. 
But it is clear from the report and from 
the debate so far that the $500 million 
is a figure which the proponents of the 
bill hope will be attained, and they 
strongly suggest that the Department of 
Agriculture barter $500 million worth 
of products a year. 

Why are some persons so much con
cerned about including in· the law a pro
vision to require the. exporting of $500 
million of surpluses through barter? If 
the bartered material is, in the first 
instance, sold in most cases for dollars, 
or if not for dollars, for pretty sound 
currencies, why the barter provision? 
That is -clear, and we find the explana
tion in the report on the bill. Those 
who engage in the barter get a price 
advantage over those who engage in 
selling United States agricultural sur
pluses for cash. 

On page 4 of the report we read: 
Barter arrangements of this type con

tribute to incrt:ased exportation of agricul
tural commodities in two ways as follows: 
(1) the barter contractor pays the exporter a 
commission, or in some similar manner, the 
exporter is enabled to reduce the export price 
slightly and thereby sell the commodity. 

Somehow, through the use of money, or 
a profit made on the incoming article in 
the barter transaction, but in the same 
manner, a price· advantage is given to 
the exporters who use the barter method 
over the exporters who sell for cash. 
Those who used the 'barter method were 
stepping pretty high for a time in the 
free use of money. They took money of 
which they had · the free use, and that 
was more than the profit they needed. 
So they cut their price to move the ma
terial. 

That is fine. I favor aggressive selling. 
I think it is necessary to be aggressive in 
getting behind the moving of surpluses. 
But let us not do so · in direct competi
tion, and in a way that is injurious to 
the hard-working exporters who have 
been for years and are now engaged in 
selling American agricultural products 
abroad for cash. 

In my own State we have an example 
of this. There are many exporting firms 
which have remained in the same fami
lies for generations. They are highly 
specialized firms. Their entire . effort is 
directed toward the export of the various 
types of tobacco grown in Kentucky and 
elsewhere in the Southeast. Theirs is a 
highly specialized business. Those firms 
have been having hard times lately. It 
is not their fault. The fault is that the 
price of tobacco on the world market is 
high, . and the volume, therefore, has 
dropped. But the skills, energies, · and 
talents of the tobacco-exporting firms 
are being preserved, because of the spe
cialized effort necessary to export to
bacco. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator from Kentucky has ex-
pired.- . 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield 3 more minutes to 
the. Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MORTON. We cannot afford to 
have those people go out of business, 
we shall need them. They do not 
know a thing about importing plati
num, chrome ore, tung oil, or any
thing else of that nature. The firms I 
have mentioned are not a.ble to remain 
in business when the international trad
ers in New York get the business, and it 
goes outside normal channels. 

There is a long-range aspect of the 
matter which is for the benefit of the 
American farmer. We are confronted 
with an immediate problem. That prob
lem is to dispose of surpluses. 

I want to see Public Law 480 con
tinued, and I want to see the barter pro
vision continued. There is not enough 
bartering at present. But I fear that if 
the amount is increased to $500 million 
e. year, we will not know how many years 
it will continue-we have already had 
pressure to provide for 2 years-and the 
pressure will increase to have the 
amount increased to $1 billion a year. 

If the measure shall be enacted in its 
present form, I am of the opinion that 
those who are specialists in the export
ing of agricultural products, those who 
know how to aggressively sell them on 
the world market, will be forced out of · 
the picture entirely by international 
traders who are specialists, perhaps, in 
platinum, diamonds, star sapphires, or 
something else of that nature. 

Certainly our tobacco exporters in 
Kentucky do not pretend to know any
thing about practice, and they should 
not be forced into competition with the 
big New York, international operators 
who will pick up the tobacco and, be
cause they know how to buy industrial 
diamonds and how to make use of their 
money and how to proceed in the other 
ways, undersell the American exporter 
who confines his efforts to the specialized 
field in which he has always dealt. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
shall support the amendment submitted 
by the Senator from Vermont. 

In conclusion, I wish to say that I 
favor passage of the bill as a whole, and 
I am not opposed to barter. I came to 
this position after listening faithfully, to 
the debate for 2 days. 

I do not believe that the Department 
of Agriculture, in its argument against 
the bill, has made a good case. I be
lieve we should review the regulations of 
May 28. 

I do not wish to see this matter opened 
up in the way in which is might be 
opened up by means of this bill. Under 
the pressures which are to come, the 
total might far exceed $1 billion a year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as 
I understand, on the pending question 
15 minutes is available to each side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoB
LITZELL in ·the chair) . That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the views which have been 
expressed by the Senator from Ken
tucky. 

I believe there are some points which 
it might be helpful to clarify. 

There is no argument about the ne
cessity to give reasonable assistance to 
the farmers, under the terms of the Com
modity Credit Corporation Act or under 
the terms of Public Law 480. 

The issue is over language contained 
in the pending bill, as contrasted to the 
language of Public Law 480, the existing 
statute. 

The language of the existing statute 
has been interpreted by the Department 
of Agriculture in such a way as to limit 
severely the bar.ter operations. That 
has been done under the doctrine of 
what is called the certificate of addi
tionality. That is the source of about 
the only argument in this case. 

However, during the debate, some 
points which have been raised need to be 
clarified, in my opinion, for the sake 
of the integrity of the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I have met with those 
who handle the barter program. They 
testified before the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

A large number of scare arguments 
have been raised during the debate. But 
they have no merit in fact, and they 
have hardly any merit in fiction. 

For example, one argument which has 
been made has been that under the 
barter program the country would be 
:flooded with materials other than stra
tegic materials. I have been informed 
by respQnsible officials of the Govern
ment--and, by the way, that information 
is set forth in the Senate committee 
hearings-that any barter agreement is 
undertaken only after a procurement di
rective has been issued by the Govern
ment of the United States, or after a 
request for particular materials which 
are not available on the American mar
ket has been received from a Govern
ment agency. 

The Department of Agriculture does 
not barter willy nilly, under the barter 
program. The Department barters on 
the basis of procurement directives and 
specific requests from another Govern
ment agency. 

Furthermore, all these directives and 
all these proeurement requests are 
arrived at only after all departments of · 
the Government that are concerned have 
been heard from. For example, the fol
lowing participate in consultations in an 
interdepartm:mtal committee: Repre
sentatives of the State Department, who 
endeavor to determine the effect of any 
proposed barter on our foreign policy; 
representatives of the Department of 
commerce, who endeavor to determine 
how such barter would affect our domes
tic industries; representatives of the 
Department of the Interior, who en
deavor to determine what the proposed 
barter arrangement might do to our do
mestic metals or minerals; representa
tives of the General Services Adminis
tration, which is responsible for giving 
technical advice on bartering to the De
partment of Agriculture; and represent
atives of the Office of Defense Mobiliza-

tion, which is responsible for the overall 
national policy regarding strategic and 
critical materials and stockpiling. 

I am attempting to state what the rec
ord reveals, namely, that no barter 
arrangements are arrived at simply on 
the basis that someone wishes to engage 
in barter. The Department of Agricul
ture is not required to barter for any 
particular commodity. It barters only 
when it finds that bartering is in the 
public interest. 

Furthermore, there have been some 
statements to the effect that under a 
barter arrangement which might be 
made, tung oil or wool, for example, 
might come into the United States and 
be in the possession of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. Of course, such 
statements are based on the theory that 
the Secretary of Agriculture, who has 
the responsibility for the barter program, 
would exercise such poor judgment as to 
cause the American market to be :flooded 
with agricultural commodities-if the 
limitation contained in the bill could be 
said to make possible a :flood. Such 
statements are made on the supposition 
or presumption that the Secretary of 
Agriculture is incompetent or is willfully 
malicious. · 

Mr. President, I do not make such an 
assumption, and I do not think there is 
any evidence that such things have· been 
done under the barter program. 

Furthermore, under the barter pro- f 
gram the Secretary of Agriculture bar-
ters only for commodities which are re
quired by another Government agency,' 
or approved for stockpile purposes by a 
procurement directive. For instance, he 
will barter for commodities which are 
required by the Department of State, 
and will do so at its request; or he will 
barter for commodities which are re
quired by the Department of pefense, 
and will do so at its request; or he will 
barter for commodities which are re- ' 
quired by the Office of Defense Mobili
zation, for the national stockpile or the 
supplemental stockpile, and will do so at 
its request. That is the way the pro
gram operates. 

However, we find that there exists a 
considerable amount of misinformation 
regarding the economic operations of 
the barter program. 

I have checked to ascertain who fa
vc.zs an expanded barter program. I 
fmd that an expanded barter program is 
favored by, among many others, the 
National Foreign Trade Council, which 
is composed of representatives of some of the largest companies in the United 
states-for instance, General Motors 
Corp., the Singer Co., the International 
Business Machines Corp., and the Inter
national Harvester Co., a number of 
great exporting companies and great 
domestic producers. At its conference 
of last fall, the National Foreign Trade 
Council went on record in support of an 
expanded program of barter for stra
tegic and other materials which are in 
short supply in the United States-in 
other words, such materials of which the 
United states does not have a sufficient 
supply. 
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So we :ftnd that some of the greatest 
industries of the Nation have been call
ing upon the Department of Agriculture 
and, through it, upon the Government, to 
expand the barter program for strategic 
and other materials of which a suftlcient 
supply does not exist in the United 
States. That is exactly what is covered 
by section 303 of the pending bill. 

Mr. President, I have checked further 
in order to reassure both myself and my 
colleagues. I have checked with the De
partment of Agriculture and with the 
Department of the Interior. I find, for 
example, that before any metal or min
eral is bartered for, the Government of 
the United States checks with American 
industry, American labor, and the Ameri
can market to make sure that whatever 
may be bartered for will not have an in
jurious effect upon the American market 
but, instead, will have a helpful effect. 

For example, let me point out that I 
have been assured that the ferrochrome 
industry, which has huge processing 
plants throughout the Nation, was pro
ducing at about 45 percent of capacity 
before the barter program went into 
effect approximately 2% years ago. In 
other words, unemployment existed and 
the facilities of the industry were not 
being properly used. However, after the 
barter program went into effect, and 
after ferrochrome metals were made 
available to the processing plants, the 
results were 95 percent employment and 
.95 percent production. Today the barter 
program has beep. cut off, and today the 
ferrochrome industry is operating at 40 
percent of capacity and unemployment 
again exists in that industry. The same 
was true as to lead, and the same was 
true as to zinc: 

The other day I heard reference made 
to fluorspar. It was stated that under 
this program it might be possible to 
bring into· the United States fluorspar 
which would have an injurious effect 
upon the American fluorspar industry. 
However, I find that the only rna terial · 
for which our country has bartered is 
what is called the acid type of fluorspar
a type which the United States does not 
produce, but which is needed by the 
United States. 

So, Mr. President, Jam attempting to 
say to my colleagues that everything that 
is done under the barter provision is done 
upon the advice of the most capable ex
perts in the Government. 

Finally, the Government of the United 
States reports to the Senate that on 
barter arrangements we have made 
money. We have bought materials for 
our stockpile, thereby being able to give 
stability to the American metal and 
mineral market. I regret our friends 
from Western States are not present to 
hear these statements. We have pur
chased those materials, in all instances, 
at competitive prices, where we have be~n 
able to get strategic materials for our 
Government at world market prices at a 
saving to the taxpayers of the United 
States. 

This is not my word, Mr. President; 
it is the word of the Department of Agri
culture, which is responsible for the 
barter program. It is the word of the 
Oftlce of Defense Mobilization and of the 
oeneral services ,Administration. In 

'other words, we have saved money on the 
barter program, in terms of cost of ma
terials we have acquired. We have saved 
money on the barter program in terms 
-of storage savings on agricultural com
modities that have been sold under 
barter. We have improved American in
dustry under the barter program. We 
have given employment under the barter 
program. We have been able to liquidate 
some of our agricultural stocks under the 
barter program, for good and sound 
reasons. 

I checked out every line of the language 
of this amendment insofar as the words 
relate to both the critical stockpile and 
the supplemental stockpile. The lan
guage in the bill has the same effect as in 
the previous law, Public Law 480. What 
really is required, and it is the difference 
between what we now have before us and 
what the law is at present, is the em
phasis which the Congress places on the 
Department of Agriculture to barter 
when it is in the public interest, to barter 
where we can make savings, and to barter 
for supplies that do not deteriorate. 

It has been stated that we have too 
many industrial diamonds. I want to 
make the record clear that every ma
chine tool industry using high-grade 
steels requires industrial diamonds. Min
ing operations require industrial dia
monds. While for a period of time, we 
have had more industrial diamonds than 
the American market can absorb, indus
trial diamonds are absolutely necessary 
to an industrial society. 

We produce 5 percent of our platinum 
needs. The Soviet Union produces 85 
percent of the world's platinum. We 
have to scrounge around the world's 
market to get our share of the other 
10 percent, where, if we have been able 

. to get it, we have either been paying 
exorbitant prices on the world market 
or we have been able to barter to fill 
our platinum stocks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HOBLITZELL in the chair) . The time of 
the Senator from Minnesota has ex
pired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield myself the 
remainder of the time allotted to me. 

I see present the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD]. I want him to 
know I have doublechecked again this 
morning with those responsible for the 
barter program, insofar as metals and 
minerals are concerned. The analysis of 
the information I have received shows 
·that under the barter program the 
American minerals and metals market 
has been strengthened. Under the bar
ter program all of the minerals and 
metals are sealed off, and it takes a joint 
resolution of Congress to take anything 
out of the supplemental stockpile. It 
~akes an act of war to make it possible 
~or the President to take those mate
i·ials out of the strategic stockpile or is 
required that Congress be notified, and 
nothing can be done for 6 months, dur
ing which time Congress can approve or 
-disapprove such action. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Does that apply to 

the supplemental stockpile as well? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 
Minnesota has stated that our supply of 
platinum is short; but we are not short 
in manganese, tungsten, lead, or zinc. 
What is the status with reference to 
those metals? Will there be any barter
ing as to them? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not if we have 
what we need. What we do is seek the 
advice of the industry. We seek the 
advice of the industrial group, as well 
as the workers. We seek the advice of 
those who do the processing. We seek 
the advice of the General Services Ad
ministration and the agency having 
jurisdiction. Unless the acquisition of 
the metal is to the advantage of the 
national security or is to the advantage 
of our own industry, it is not bartered 
for. If it is obtained, it is locked up, 
and thereby bolsters our market. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Am I to under
stand that if the Senator's proposal is 
adopted, insofar as the stockpiling of 
lead, zinc, manganese, and tungsten are 
concerned there will be no additions, 
even in the supplemental stockpile? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There may be ad
ditions, but only if they are sealed off, 
only if they in no way depress the Amer
ican market, and only if they have a 
tendency to augment or improve the 
American market. I get that informa
tion from the responsible officials of the 
Department of Agriculture who are re
sponsible for the barter program. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator has 
also contacted the responsible oftlcials in 
the Department of the Interior, has he 
not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; and they 
have testified. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Has the Senator 
contacted any persons in the industry? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have only tele
grams from industry, which I read yes
terday. I have not confined my time to 
members of the industry. 

Mr. President, I wish to conclude. 
Yesterday I heard it said that the barter 
program might disrupt our foreign policy. 
I submit that there is no evidence to lead 
to that conclusion. I checked with the 
German desk in the State Department 
with the assistant in charge of German 
economic affairs. He denies flatly that 
there has been any request from the Ger
man Federal Ministry of Agriculture to 
the State Department, as was indicated 
on the floor yesterday. All incoming and 
outgoing communications between the 
State Department and the German 
Ministry would have to go over this State 
Department desk and be cleared by it. 
There have been no outgoing communi
cations from the. State Department to 
Germany on this matter, either as of 
yesterday or today. The State Depart
ment informs me that if any such com
munications have been exchanged, it has 
been outside the State Department. 

The office of the agricultural attache 
at the German Embassy in Washington, 
Herr Schlange-Schoeningen, informed 
my office this morning that there have 
been no inquiries initiated or communi
cated to or from the Embassy either to 
the State Department or to the Agricul
ture Department on this issue. Surprise 
was expressed that information about 
yesterday's grain market in Berlin was 
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available for use yesterday in the Senate. 
Actually, the Berlin grain market is a 
limited and special situation, anyway, 
and the Hamburg market is the impor
tant one in Germany. If any communi
cations took place between the German 
Federal Ministry of Agriculture in Bonn 
and the American Government, the Ger
man Embassy here does not yet know 
about it, and the only remaining possibil
ity would seem to be direct communica
tions between the German Ministry and 
the United States agriculture attache 
in Bonn, and through him to the Agri
culture Department. Yet as far as can 
be determined there is no record of such 
communication in the files of the Foreign 
Agricultural Service, to which the 
attache reports. 

I say this because I do no~ want to dis
rupt our foreign policy. I checked the 
matter this morning with the State De
partment, the Department of Agricul
ture, and the German Ambassador. I 
can say for the RECORD there is no in
formation of record in the files of our 
Government that the German market on 
grains has been in any way upset because 
of what we are contemplating. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may need. 

I think we had better take last things 
first. In reference to the State Depart
ment getting any communication from 
Germany respecting the amendment and 
the possible effect on grains, I have a 
copy of a communication to the State 
Department which is listed as U..'"lclassi
fied, and which was received by the De
partment on the 18th of March, reading: 

There is a rumor in the German grain 
trade that if German Government will cer
tify that feed"'grain imports are in addit ion 
to usual commercial imports there is a pro
gram in United States whereby feed grains 
can be purchased-

A note on this paper says the program 
referred to is the barter provision of the 
bill-
whereby feed grahis can be purchased, from 
now through September 30, 1958, at 4 to 10 
percent less than normal export price. If 
above possible, the trade is of opinion some 
quantities of barley and grain sorghum could 
be moved under replacement procedure. 

Federal Ministry of Agriculture has bad 
several calls and are asking us for confirma
tion of such a program and also if there is 
an official form upo:Q. which to certify. "In 
addition to usual commercial imports." 
What criteria used for determining "In ad
dition to usual commercial imports"? 

That is a cablegram from our Embassy 
in Bonn. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not have too much 
time, but I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I only wish to say 
that the cablegram may be from our 
Embassy, but to whom I do not know. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. Theca
blegram came from the Embassy in 
Bonn. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Within an hour 
before I came to the Senate today-or 

·perhaps 2' hours-at slightly after 11 
o'clock, I talked with the State Depart-

ment, and the State Department in
formed me that the German desk, over 
which all materials would have to move, 
denies flatly that there has been any re
quest from the German Federal Ministry 
of Agriculture to the State Department 
regarding this matter. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think it is very evident 
that the request was made of our Em
bassy in Bonn, rather than the German 
Embassy in Washington. 

Mr. President, I should like to reply to 
one other point which has been made 
this morning, and that is the point with 
·regard to lead, zinc, and strategic mate
rials which might be bartered for under 
the proposed change in the law. 

The lead and zinc which have been 
brought in up to this time have been put 
in either the strategic stockpile or the 
supplemental stockpile. Lead, zinc, and 
other minerals brought in if the bill 
shall be enacted will have to be held by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation itself, 
unless those in charge of the stockpiles 
will accept such minerals, which they 
probably would not do at the present 
time. Therefore, the cost and the ex
pense would have to be borne by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation and be 
charged up to our farm programs. 

Mr. President, although the perfecting 
amendment of the Senator from Min
nesota to section 5, which has been ap
proved this morning, improves the lan
guage somewhat, it does not remove the 
major objection to section 5 of the bill, 
which the amendment I have offered 
would strike out. 

Section 5 of the bill would, :first, direct 
the Secretary to barter up to $500 mil
lion worth of agricultural commodities a 
year even if such transactions would not 
conserve the assets of CCC and the Fed
eral Government, but would dissipate 
them. 

Second, direct the Secretary to bar
ter even though the so-called barter 
transactions would merely replace cash 
sales for dollars ~.nd would have a tend
ency to drive down the price which 
CCC would receive for its remaining sales 
for cash, and 

Third, require the Federal Government 
to pay storage on unspecified materials 
to be imported if the imported materials 
have storage cost and deterioration ri~ks 
lower than agricultural commodities 
owned by the CCC even though such 
materials could not be used in the fore
seeable future. 

In other words, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation might trade its assets for 
materials, strategic and otherwise, which 
would be imported into this country, but 
unless there we.re a ready disposal either 
to the stockpile or to others the CCC 
might have to carry the commodities for 
an indefinite period of time. 

I do not want it to be understood that 
I am opposing barter, if through barter 
we can do business which is absolutely 
in addition to the amount of business 
we are doing for dollars. However, sec
tion 5 of the bill is still entirely too 
broad. It throws the gates wide open. 
It would make it possible to undercut our 
own foreign trade and reduce prices, as 
1 have indicated, and also to disrupt the 
trade of other countries. 

I do not believe Germany would ob
ject to the barter provisions. I think 
Germany might make a dollar through 
them, by buying for less than the world 
market price. But I believe that other 
countries such as Canada, Australia, 
Argentina, and possibly France would 
object to this method of price cutting. 

The situation got so bad last fall that 
the Canadian top officials requested a 
conference with the top officials of the 
United States, and as a result of the 
conference the two countries entered 
into an agreement. We signed an un
derstanding with the Canadian officials 
to the effect that we would stop cutting 
the market out from under them, with 
particular reference to wheat, barley, 
rye, and such commodities the prices of 
which they felt were being undercut 
through barter transactions. 

Mention has been made of the possi
bility of bartering for platinum under 
the proposal. Certainly we can barter 
for platinum under the proposal. We 
can barter for platinum under the law 
which we now have. I understand that 
our Government is willing to barter for 
platinum, but the other folks do not 
want to trade us platinum that way. 
Platinum is in such demand throughout 
the world that it is not necessary for 
them to barter with us on platinum. 

I would not want to depress world 
market prices or even prices for our own 
people at home. It seems incredible 
that the acquisition of large amounts of 
materials such as we would get in return 
for bartering on a large scale would not 
depress our markets here at home. 

Section 5 is opposed not only by the 
Department of Agriculture, but also by 
the Department of State and by the De
partment of Commerce. 

The present law is adequate to permit 
bartering for materials which we need, 
but it does not require bartering 
for materials which we already have in 
adequate supply, or which we could have 
in adequate supply.' It certainly is 
no encouragement to our own min
eral producers in the United States when 
we give authority to an agency of Gov
ernment to swap surplus farm commodi
ties for surplus minerals and materials 
from other countries. The effect would 
be to take surpluses off the hands of 
other countries, which would encourage 
greater production, thereby discouraging 
production of certain materials in the 
United States. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Do I correctly un

derstand tne Senator to mean that coun
tries which have strategic materials we 
need would prefer to sell them to us for 
hard cash, but the only attraction pre
sented is that those countries will get 
wheat and other agricultural commodi
ties below the world market price, which 
is the only inducement to sell to us the 
strategic· materials? 

Mr. AIKEN. The effect of section 5, 
which I am trying to have stricken from 
the bill, would be to require the Depart
ment to barter for those materials 
whether we needed the materials or not, 
and stockpile them perhaps for the next 
30 or 40 years. The list of materials 
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which will be accepted for the supple
mental stockpile and the strategic 
stockpile has been restricted to a very 
few at the present time. I think origi
nally there were 58 materials which 
would be accepted, but most of them 
have been eliminated. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is the attraction es
sentially one to get rid of surplus 
agricultural commodities, or is the at
traction one to bring to this country 
materials we need? · 

Mr. AIKEN. Well, if it were restricted 
only to materials we needed, that is cov
ered in the present law. 

Mr. PASTORE. What is the purpose? 
Mr. AIKEN. The proposal would re

quire the Department to barter for 
things we do not need, provided the De
partment could make a trade of sur
plus farm commodities for them. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may ask a 
question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. The present law au

thorizes the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion to barter for strategic materials, 
does it not? 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. By "strategic ma

terials" we mean those which are in 
scarcity in our country, de we not? 

Mr. AIKEN. We mean those ma
terials which can be accepted either in 
the strategic stockpile or the supple
mental stockpile. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The language which 
the Senator from Vermont seeks to 
strike is language which would expand 
the power of the Commodity Credit Cor
poration and direct it not only to barter 
for strategic materials, but to barter for 
other materials which we might need. 

Mr. AIKEN. It directs the Secretary 
to barter whether we need them or not. 
It directs him to barter for materials of 
which the United States does not pro
duce enough for its own needs. The cri
terion to be used would be whether we 
import such materials in some quantity 
at the present time.. Any materials 
which are imported at the present time
and I would include lead, zinc, pulp
wood, paper, and such things as that
could be bartered for. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Am I correct in un
derstanding that, unless the language 
which the Senator from Vermont seeks 
to strike is stricken, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation will be obliged to 
barter, not only for strategic materials, 
but all other materials, provided it finds 
barter to be practicable? 

Mr. AIKEN. It will be directed to 
barter for such materials if those ma
terials are not produced in sufficient 
quantity in the United States. There 
are many commodities with respect to 
which we would like to encourage do
mestic production, which materials 
would come in this category merely be
cause we are not now able to meet for
eign competition in cost. This proposal 
would reduce the possibility of reopen
ing some of our mines or expanding some 
of our present mining operations. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it true that un
der the present law these objects are 
achievable at the discretion of the Com-

I 

modity Credit Corporation, through the 
advice which it receives from the vari
ous departmental heads; but that un
der the language which the Senator 
from Minnesota has offered, barter 
would become practically mandatory? 

Mr. AIKEN. The ,senator from Ohio 
has correctly explained the situation. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Following up the 

question raised by the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio, am I to understand 
that at the present time it is possible 
for the Secretary of Agriculture to 
barter surplus agricultural products for 
lead, zinc, manganese, and tungsten? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not think it would 
be possible unless they were needed for 
the supplementary or strategic stock
piles. According to my interpretation 
this proposal would direct the Secretary 
to barter whether they were needed or 
not. But if they could not be trans
ferred to the stockpile, or sold to other 
agencies of the Government, they would 
have to be held by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation itself. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. But under the 
proposed system it would be possible 
for the Secretary, in exchange for sur
plus agricultural products, to obtain 
those four minerals on a barter basis. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator from Vermont has 
.expired. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield myself 2 minutes 
on the bill. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Does the Senator 

say that under this language the Secre
tary of Agriculture would be forced to 
sign contracts which he might think 
were not in the best interests of the 
economy of the United States? As I 
understand, he is directed to look at 
any proposed arrangement, but he is 
not directed to close a deal. 

Mr. AIKEN. The part of the present 
law which requires conserving the assets 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
and the Government would be stricken 
out by section 5, and the Secretary 
would not be required to conserve the 
assets of the Commodity Credit Cor
poration. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Under the amend
ment of the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota, as I understand it, and based 
upon the hearings on this amendment, 
the Secretary would be directed to look 
at the possibilities of barter, but he 
would not be directed to make any con
tracts to barter which he thought were 
wrong. He would not be forced to enter 
into an arrangement which would be 
against the best interests of the United 
States. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Secretary would be 
directed to barter up to $500 million 
worth of agricultural commodities a 
year, even if such transactions would 
not conserve the assets of the Commodi
ty Credit Corporation and the Federal 
Government, but would destroy them. 
The Secretary would be directed to bar-

ter, even though the so-called barter 
transactions would displace cash sales 
for dollars, and would have a tendency 
to drive down the prices which the Com
modity Credit Corporation might re
ceive for the remaining materials, in 
cash. That is the interpretation by the 
Department of Agriculture, and I think 
it is correct. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. This interpreta
tion by the Department of Agriculture 
does not surprise me too much, because 
there has never been any real effort 
made to enable the Department to exe
cute practically what the Department 
says it would like to do, namely, find new 
markets. The language may be a little 
strong, but, based upon my business ex
perience, in my opinion the Department's 
int~rpretatiOil is completely wrong, 

Mr. AIKEN. Barter was intended to 
develop markets in out-of-the-way 
places in the world, in addition to busi
ness which would otherwise be done. The 
international concerns engaged in bar
tering have developed business in such 
out-of-the-way places as London, Ber
lin, The Hague, Antwerp, and Paris. I 
presume they were very much surprised 
to find people living in those out-of-the
way places. [Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Vermont has ex
pired. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield myself 2 min
utesmore. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. The platinum 

market is soft. We have as much plati
num as we need in the stockpile, one of 
the chief reasons being the develop
ment of palladium, a comparable ele
ment. 

It surprises me to learn that people 
who are not interested in moving the 
agricultural products of the country, 
however, would not rather have a bar of 
platinum which has no storage problem, 
than a good many tons of some agri
cultural product. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think I would rather 
use my time to discuss the merits of the 
amendment, rather thah the merits of 
the officials of the Department of Ag
riculture. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
asked for 3 minutes merely to set the 
record straight. 

I have consulted with officials of the 
Department of Agriculture; and it is 
not true that this proposal is a directive 
which says, "Y:"ou must barter, regardless 
of consequences." 

The persons in charge of barter oper
ations in the Department of Agriculture 
informed the Senate in the hearings that 
barter arrangements are made only after 
careful consultation with the Depart
ment of State, the Department of Com- · 
merce, the Department of the Interior, 
the General Services Administration, 
and the Office of Defense Mobilization. 

Furthermore, barter arrangements are 
entered into only when there is a pro
curement directive, approved by an in-

' 
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teragency committee or from a depart
ment of Government which requests the 
Department of Agriculture to barter for 
a specific purpose. 

Let me give an example. During the 
Korean war we needed wool blankets. 
They were in short supply in the United 
States. The ICA, in an emergency re
quest, asked the Department of Agri
culture to barter cotton for wool blan
kets. That is a specific example. 

Moreover, any minerals or metals are 
covered by the supplemental stockpile 
and by the ·national stockpile. While 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, even 
now, has some metals in its possession, 
they are in process of being shifted into 
the stockpile when appropriations are 
made by the Congress for their absorp
tion. 

Those who have had any experience 
under this program flatly deny what has 
been said by those opposed to the 
amendment. This amendment does not 
demand that the Secretary of Agricul
ture barter willy-nilly. What it does 
provide is that, if it is in the national 
interest-and if we use the same pro
cedures as were used before the barter 
program was closed, it will be in the na
tional interest-the Secretary should 
barter. 

The amendment merely provides that 
the Secretary shall take a look at the 
proposed barter arrangements, and de
termine whether the arrangement would 
be to the best interests of our country. 

I have heard a great deal about in
ternational traders. One of the inter
national traders which officials of the 
Department of Agriculture list as being 
a barter contractor, and one to which I 
point with pride, is Land 0' Lakes Co
operative Creamery-a terrible octopus, 
an international trader. 

Here is another one on the list. Mar
riner & Co., Inc., of Lawrence, Mass. 
Here is another one. The Kincaid Cot
ton Co~. Gastonia, N. C. The Interna
tional Minerals & Metal Corp., of New 
York. The Land 0' Lakes Creameries, 
of Minneapolis, Minn. The Lentex Metal 
& Chemical Corp., of New York. H. 
Kempner, of Galveston, Tex. The list 
shows 125 companies. They are mostly 
large American corporations, who are in 
the exporting business. Every witness 
from this group before the committee 
testified in behalf of barter. Of course, 
barter is not the full answer, Mr. Presi
dent, but it is an additional tool for ex
panded marketing operations. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Soon we will be 

asked to vote on a $4 billion foreign aid 
program. Some of the aid will go to 
foreign countries in the way of machine 
tools. These tools may well be used in 
the manufacture of automobiles, which 
will be made in the foreign market, and 
which will then compete against our own 
automobile production. Our automobile 
industry will feel that competition. I 
do not say that is wrong, that we should 
extend assistance to our friends and 
allies, in the expressed interest of our 
own security. 

What is wrong, I say, inasmuch as 
most of these countries need food very 

badly, is that there seems to be a great 
desire on the part of this administra
tion to establish policies which give away 
components of our wealth which produce 
further wealth; namely, doilars, rna..: 
chine tools, and so forth. At the same 
time, despite the fact we now have em
ployment shortages, the administration 
apparently does not want to make any 
real effort to move to these countries the 
food that we have in such surplus, and 
which nearly all these countries need. 
Is there any logic to such a course? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. All I can say, 
and I say it most respectfully, is that 
this is not an effort to dump, and the 
fact, as shown by the record, is that 
sometimes we will get a little better price 
in that way than we would in the open 
market. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 more min
ute to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. It takes 12 to 14 

pounds of manganese to make a ton of 
steel. Does the Senator see any reason 
why, since we have these agricultural 
surpluses, that the Secretary of Agricul
ture should not be told to find out 
whether he can get rid of some of these 
surpluses, to help our own economy; by 
bartering, if he can do so, instead of 
having either hard line materials given 
away, or agriculture products given 
away? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator's 
point is well taken. Most responsible 
officials that I have discussed the matter 
with favor the barter program. For ex
ample, it has resulted in a saving of $103 
million in storage cost alone. I call that 
particularly to the attention of the Sen
ate. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 30 
seconds to the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
WATKINS]. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I 
have prepared a statement on the bill 
which I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, together with 
several related matters. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
AMENDMENTS ELIMINATING SECTIONS 5 AND 6 

OF S. 3420, A BILL To ExTEND AND AMEND 
THE AGRICULTURAL TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1954 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
eliminate SE!{!tions 5 and 6 of the bill before 
us. These sections of S. 3420, if enacted 
into law, would direct the SE!{!Tetary of Agri
culture, among other things, to barter up to 
$500 million worth of surplus agricultural 
commodities per year, for materials of which 
the United States supposedly does not do
mestically produce its consumptive needs. 

A short historical review of the barter pro
gram as conducted under the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 is in order at this point. Such a re
view will make it plain why I oppose amend
ment of section 303 of that act as provided 
for by SE!{!tion 5, and why I oppose amend
ment of section 206 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1956 as provided for by section 6 of this 
bill as well. 

Section 303 of Public Law 480 authorizes 
the Commodity Credit Corporation to barter 

surplus agricultural commodities for 
"strategic materials enta111ng less risk of 
loss through deterioration or substantially 
less storage charges," among other things. 
when there is opportunity to protect the 
funds and assets of the CCC by so doing~ 
As the seventh annual report of the activi
ties of the Joint Committee on Defense Pro
duction (January 16, 1958) indicates: 

"To date the acquisition of strategic ma
terials through CCC barter agreements has 
been limited to materials listed within the 
Office of Defense Mobilization procurement 
directives for both the strategic and supple· 
mental stockpiles" (p. 59). 

At the end of April 1957, the barter pro
gram was suspended so as to enable the De
partment of Agriculture to develop safe
guards against the substitution of barter 
transactions for dollar sales without net 
gain in total export of agricultural sur
pluses. Another factor involved was the 
growing volume of complaints that minerals 
acquired as a result of the barter program 
were having an adverse effect upon domestic 
mining operations, especially lead and zinc. 

Toward the end of May 1957, the barter 
program was resumed under revised ·policies 
which insured that a proposed barter trans
action will mean a net increase in United 
States exports in order to insure against 
simply replacing dollar sales. Thus the re
medial program does not provide as ready a 
market for foreign minerals as had been 
done in the past. 

As we all know, the United States is de
pendent upon foreign sources for certain 
strategic materials. However, it is not de
pendent upon foreign sources for over one
half ·of all of the kinds of materials con
tained in the strategic and supplemental 
stockpiles. Not only that, but also several 
of the strategic materials for which sur
plus agricultural commodities have been 
bartered actually consist of minerals of 
of which we have an abundance right here 
in the United States. 

For example, over one-half of the value of 
the 24 supplemental stockpile materials de
livered from July 1, 1954, through December 
31, 1957, consists of fluorspar, lead, and zinc. 
These are minerals, the domestic prices of 
which have been depressed by excessive for
eign imports, over the past few years. This 
factor, coupled with the economic recession, 
has resulted in excessive and proionged un
employment in these mining industries. 

I point these facts out, Mr. President, be
cause in my opinion amendment of section 
303 of Public Law 480 could well work to 
the further detriment of our domestic lead 
and zinc mining industry, including addi
tional minerals such as copper and coal as 
well, which along with lead and zinc are 
depressed industries at the present time. 

It is understandable that the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry should try to 
find and develop means and methods of ex
panding the demand for agricultural com
modities. Especially is this true in light of 
the news recently released by the Depart
ment of Agriculture that exports of farm 
commodities during the first half of the cur
rent fiscal year were down 10 percent from 
the dollar volume of a year earlier. 

But I submit that the Congress should 
not in its zeal to find additional outlets for 
agricultural commodities take steps which 
will transfer that industry's problem of "di
verted acres" and resulting oversupply to the 
domestic mining industry. This I believe 
could well be the case if sections 5 and 6 
are not eliminated from S. 3420. 

I say this because section 5 removes the 
necessity of a finding by the Secretary of 
Agriculture that by bartering surplus com
modities there is an opportunity to protect 
the funds and assets of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. It would require him. 
in effect, to barter up to $500 million an
nually of surpluses for any material-not 

', 
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just strategic materials, which, in his judg· 
ment, are not produced domestically in large 
enough quantities to meet our requirements, 
whatever that term may mean. Enactment 
of section 6 of the bill then would permit 
the duty-free entry of such materials. 

No criteria are contained in sections 5 
and 6 which the Secretary of Agriculture 
could use to determine exactly what are the 
materials of which the United States does 
not domestically produce its requirements. 
I suppose since the bulk of United States 
lead and zinc consumption is coming from 
foreign imports, it could be said that we do 
not produce our own requirements. But 
what a farfetched position that would be to 
take, since our miners and mines are capable 
of supplying a major portion of our own 
lead and zinc requirements, if it were not 
for the fact that cheap foreign imports have 
been permitted to flood this country for 
several years now.· 

Yet, there would be no reason why the 
Secretary of Agriculture could not, if sec
tions 5 and 6 are enacted into law, barter 
surpluses for lead and zinc. In fact, based 
upon the amount of lead and zinc in the 
supplemental stockpile, and the depressed 
world price, I suspect there m ight well be 
strong pressure generated to force him to do 
it. The same could be said for copper, coal, 
fluorspar, and other minerals as well. 

As the Secretary of Agriculture put it so 
well in his letter of March 11, 1958, to the 
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture 
and For ~stry in opposing enactment of sec
tions 5 and 6 of this bill: 

"There are powerful forces urging open
ing the throttle on a barter program. An 
analysis of the reasons therefore is in order. 

"This country is .in a position to buy for 
current consumption all the foreign pro
duced materials the economy requires. Leg
islation exists for the pro~urement of all the 
materials deemed prudent to stockpile for 
future emergency defense needs. The rate 
and extent of such procurement is limited 
only by appropriation by the Congress. In 
spite of the zeal to substitute barter for nor
mal exchange, the United St ates dollar can 
still be utilized to better advantage in world 
markets than our agricultural commodities. 
Then why do we have such strong pressures 
for a wide open barter program? The fact 
is that a surplus situation exists in the world 
for many materials. The producers of these 
materials in the foreign countries and im
porters of these materials into this country 
want a price support and surplus removal 
program for these materials. • * • 

"There are a few materials such as indus
trial diamonds of which there is no domestic 
production. Of the rest, the world produc
tion affects domestic producers by their com
petitive price in the United States market. 
The removal of and insulation from the 
market of those surpluses may provide a 
temporary price stabilization to domestic 
producers of such materials. Such was the 
result of rather extensive barter transactions 
involving lead and zinc in the past. An 
artificial outlet at profitable prices can only 
stimulate foreign production. When the 
Department of Agriculture realized the folly 
of serving as a dumping ground for foreign 
surplus lead arid zinc with little resultant 
gains in the disposal of agricultural com
modities we stopped the program for reap· 
praisal. The domestic lead and zinc indus
try felt the full irr:pact of the price-depress
ing effect of this stimulated foreign produc
tion. Such will be the inevitable result on 
other domestic producers of barter materials 
under a barter program which provides an 
outlet for surplus foreign materials and 
serves as a stimulant for further expansion 
of such surplus production." 

In this connection, Mr. President, I should 
like to point out that the Combined Em
ployment and Unemployment Release, Feb-

ruary 1958, issued on March 11, 1958, by the 
Departments of Commerce and Labor, indi· 
cates that between January and February 
1958, the number of men on mining payrolls 
declined by 14,000. In February 1958, the 
percentage of the labor force in the mining 
industry who were unemployed stood at 
11.5, an increase of nearly 2 percent over 
January 1958. In my own State of Utah, 
there has been a loss of 2,400 mining jobs in 
the last 6 months. In addition, 1,519 unem
ployed miners were claiming unemployment 
insurance during the week ended March 15, 
1958. This latter figure compares with 464 
during the comparable week in 1957. 

I am attaching three short statements of 
recent date, which depict a desperate plight 
of the copper, coal, and lead and zinc indus
tries to be printed at this point in my re
marks. 

I am not opposed to a barter program per 
se, but I am opposed to an "open the 
throttle" barter program, as the Secretary of 
Agriculture termed the kind of ·program 
which would be created by enactment of sec
tions 5 and 6 of this bill. American m iners 
and their families, as well as the mine owners 
of this country, should not be obligated to 
assume the burden of an unwise price-sup
port program of past years, which has re
sulted in the production of surpluses greatly 
in excess of market outlets. Solving the 
problem of excess agricultural production be
longs to agriculture; it is not the responsi
bility of the American mining industry, 
which has suffered enough injury through 
excessive imports permitted by our reciprocal 
trade agreements policy. 

Before voting on this amendment, I think 
it desirable to enumerate the reasons why 
sections 5 and 6 should be eliminated from 
the bill. In his letter to the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, the 
S::lcretary of Agriculture summarized them as 
follows: 

1. Sections 5 and 6 would direct the Sec
retary to barter up to $500 million worth of 
agricultural commodities per year even if 
such transactions would not conserve the 
assets of the CCC and the Federal Govern
ment but would dissipate them. 

2. These sections would direct the Sec
retary to barter even though the so-called 
barter transactions would merely replace 
cash sales for dollars, and would force a 
tendency to drive down the price which the 
ccc· would receive for its remaining sales 
for cash. 

3. They would require the Federal Gov
ernment to pay storage on unspecified mate
rials to be imported if the imported mate
rials have storage costs and deterioration 
risks lower than agricultural commodities 
owned by CCC, even though such materials 
could not be used in the foreseeable future. 

4. They would increase the interest costs 
of CCC and the Federal Government. 

5. They would provide world price sup
port for materials without permitting do
mestic mining interests to benefit directly. 

6. Enactment of sections 5 and 6 would 
not to any measurable extent establish 
new agricultural export outlets or increase 
existing ones. 

For these reasons I urge the adoption of 
this amendment which the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] proposed to S. 3420. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From Pay Dirt, Phoenix, Ariz., of October 

18, 1957] 
LEAD-ZINC TARIFF PETITION IS FILED-EMER

GE NCY COMMITTEE SEEKS MAXIMUM PER
MISSmLE DUTY INCREASES 

In its formal petition, the Emergency 
Lead-Zinc Committee stated in part: 

"The President of the United States has 
recognized that a continuously productive 
lead and zinc mining industry is of funda-

mental importance to the national security, 
that the lead and zinc mining industry is in 
a distressed condition, and it is appropriate 
in the present circumstances to invoke the 
relief afforded by the escape clause. _ 

"In May 1954, the Tariff. Commission 
completed its prior investigation of the 
same subject and recommended the maxi
mum increases permitted by existing law in 
the import rates on primary lead and zinc. 
Instead of implementing this recommenda
tion, the President ordered a stockpiling 
program which has temporarily operated to 
remove some of the surplus production from 
the market. Now that the st9ckpiling pro
gram is tapering off, large surpluses of im
ported lead and zinc overhang the market 
and market prices have again receded to dis
tress levels. 

"Although industrial consumption of both 
lead and zinc in the United States has con
tinued on a high, and rising, level, our 
mine production has receded considerably 
below wartime levels at the same time that 
imports have continued to increase both 
actually and relatively. 

"In each year since , the Commissioner's 
prior report, imports of both lead and zinc 
have materially exceeded our own mine pro
duction. So far in 1957, imports of lead 
are at an annual rate of 146 percent of our 
current mine production and imports of 
zinc are at a rate of 142 percent of current 
mine production in our own country. 

"While the stockpiling program was in 
full -swing, the returns to our miners were, 
in general, at viable, although not very 
profitable, levels. In recent months, prices 
have receded dangerously, to 14 cents per 
pound for lead and to 10 cents per pound 
for zinc. The price of lead is at the same 
level as existed at the time of the prior 
report of the Commission and the price of 
zinc is now lower. 

"As imports have continued to flood the 
country, inventories have increased to bur
densome levels. 

"Costs of production have continued to 
increase. Consequently many mines, in all 
sections of the country, have been caught in 
the cost-price squeeze, and have been forced 
to close down, throwing thousands of .miners 
out of work. 

"There are at present at least 5,000 less 
miners producing lead and zinc in the 
United States than on January 1, 1957. For 
each. miner thrown out of work, at least 
1% persons engaged in milling, smelting, 
refining, transportation, etc., are also thrown 
out of work so that the loss of 5,000 miners 
in employment means a loss of at least 
12,500 employees engaged in the handling 
of primary lead and zinc. 

"Imported lead and zinc metal are like 
and directly competitive wit h lead and zinc 
produced from ores mined in the United 
States, and imported lead and zinc ores are 
like and d irectly competitive with lead and 
zinc ores mined in this country. Like
wise, imports of most of the lead and zinc 
manufactures are like and directly competi
tive with lead and· zinc products made in 
the United States. 

"The American miners acknowledge that 
the consumptive demands for lead and zinc 
in the United States are in excess of do
mestic production and that a continuation 
of substantial imports is necessary and de
sirable. 

"They have no wish to penalize American 
consumers, to deny American industry access 
to adequate supplies, or to unreasonably 
raise prices so as to discourage consump
tion. The Committee will later propose a 
system of import quotas that w111 meet the 
above criteria and at the same time give a 
moderate degree of protection to our pri
mary producers so as to restore and con
tinue a healthy industry." 
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ExHIBIT2 

[From News Letter of the Mining Association 
of Montana, Butte, Mont., of February 
1958] 

PRO~SIONs-COPPER BILL 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 
The purpose of the bill is to amend the 

existing copper import tax legislation so as 
to enable the copper-mining industry of the 
United States to survive. This is attempted 
by changing the present peril point of 24 
cents per pound to 30 cents per pound and 
by imposing a 4-cent-per-pound import tax 
which shall not be in effect when the do
mestic market price is 30 cents per pound 
or more. The bill thus seeks to achieve 
needed protection for the domestic copper 
industry and at the same time keep to a 
minimum any interference with foreign 
trade. It would leave the domestic market 
wholly free to all copper producers when the 
price is above the peril point. 

BACKGROUND 
The Internal Revenue Code has, since 1932, 

provided for an import tax on articles of im
ported copper--4 cents per pound on most 
items. That import tax, however, has been 
severely cut by Presidential proclamations 
under foreign · trade agreements (GATT 
specifically); the 4-cent tax was cut to 2 cents 
in 1949, further cut to 1.8 cents in 1957, and 
is now scheduled to be cut to 1.7 cents on 
June 30, 1958. And, since 1951, by act of 
Congress, the tax has been suspended alto
gether, with the support of the domestic 
copper-producing industry. The suspension 
enactments in 1951, 1953, 1954, and 1955 each 
contained a proviso to the effect that the 
suspension would end if the domestic market 
of copper fell below 24 cents for a calendar 
month. The 1955 suspension, which is still 
in effect and contains such proviso, will 
terminate ·on June 30, 1958. 

~Since the 1955 suspension, far-reaching 
changes have occurred in the copper-proguc
ing industry. Substantial increases in for
eign production, coupled with constantly 
increasing wage and other costs in the United 
States, have rendered precarious the position 
·of the domestic producing .industry. The 
domestic copper price has fallen from a high 
of 43 cents per pound in 1955 and 46 cents in 
1956 to 27 cents per pound, and even lower for 
custom smelters, at present. The price in 
Europe has fallen even further, the London 
Metal Exchange price being now the equiva-
1ent of approximately 22 cents. The result 
has been shutdowns and important curtail
ments at practically all domestic copper 
mines, with substantial loss of employment 
and damage to the communities and States 
involved. 

These changes and their consequences in
dicate the necessity both for a reestablish
ment of the import tax on copper at 4 cents 
per pound, and for a revision of the so-called 
peril point, i. e., the price below which the 
import tax becomes effective. This peril 
point should be set at a level which will en
courage and maintain an active, healthy do
mestic copper-mining industry. Reestablish
ment or the import tax at 4 cents per pound 
will afford some real measure of protection 
when the price falls below that peril point. 

ExHmiT 3 
UNITED MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA, 

DISTRICT 22, WYOMING-UTAH, 
Price, Utah, March 3, 1958. 

Mr. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
Senate Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR WATKINS: This is a letter of 

appreciation by the undersigned in your ef
forts in behalf of the coal industry in the 
State of Utah of which I am enclosing the 
number of men who are at the present time 
unemployed in the coal industry. Also the 

statistical data of the number of mines some 
of which have been closed due to the lack 
of market. 

I certainly feel that this 1s very detri
mental to the economy of the State of Utah 
and of the Nation as a whole. 

This information may be very helpful to 
your office in behalf of the a111ng industry at 
the present time. 

Hoping to hear from you and if any addi
tional information is needed please feel free 
to contact me. 

Again thanking you for your interest and 
efforts to protect the coal industry in the 
West, lam, 

Sincerely yours, 
HARRY MANGUS, 

President. 

Mines 
Men Days 

layed worked 
off per 

week 1 

Adams Black Diamond Mine shut ------ -------· 
Coal Co. down. 

Alvey Coal Mine ____________ ••• do_______ 4 -------· 
American Fuel Co.~~------- ------------ 12 --------
·Carbon Fuel Co ____________ ------------ ------ 1 
Chappell Coal Co __________ Mine shut 9 

Columbia-Geneva Steel Di
vision: 

down. 

Columbia Mine ________ ------------ 57 3 
Geneva Mine __________ ------------ ------ 3 

Blue Flame Coal Co________ Mine shut • 2 -------
down. 

Book Cliffs Coal Co ________ ------------ ------ 4 
Arthur L. Petty: Browning ------------ ------ 2 

Mine. 
Coop Mining Co.---------- ------------ ------ 4 
Day Mutual Coal Co_______ Mine shut 4 

down. 
Helco Coal Co ______________ .•• do_______ 4 
Independent Coal & Coke 

Co.: 
Castle Gate Mine _____ -_ ------------ 60 2 and 3 
Clear Creek Mine ______ ------------ 36 2 and 3 
Kenilworth Mine _______ ------------ 106 2 and 3 

Kaiser Steel Corp.: Sunny- ------------ 800 
side Nos. 1, 2, and 3 Mines. 

Knight Ideal Coal Co.: 
Knight No. 1 Mine _____ ------------ 14 3 
Knight No.2 Mine _____ Minesbut 7 

down. 
Koal Kreek Coal Co ________ ------------ ------ 2 
Larsen & Rigby------------ Mine shut ------ -------· 

down. 
Leamaster Coal Co _________ ------------ ------ 2 
Liberty Fuel Co _____________ :, __________ ------ 2 
Lion Coal Corp ____________ ------------ 107 2 
Premium Coal Co. (Soldier ------------ 3 3 

Canyon). 
Royal Coal Co _____________ ------------ ------ ~and 3 
Shakespear Bros____________ Mine shut 2 --------

down. 
Smirl Alton Coal Mine _____ ... do_______ 4 --------
Southern Utah Fuel Co ____ ------------ ------ 2 
Spring Canyon Coal Co ____ ------------ ------ 2 and 3 
Spring Creek Coal Co ______ ------------ ------ 2 
Frank M. Stone____________ Mine shut ------ --------

down. 
Stm Valley Coal Co ________ ------------ ------ 2 
Trail Mountain Coal Mine Mine shut 4 --------

No.1. down. 
Tucker Coal Co ____________ -- --- ----- -- ------ 2 
Utah Fuel Chemical Co____ Mine shut ------ -------

down. 
United States Fuel Co ••••• -------- -- -- 187 2 and 3 
Vulcan Fuel Co.----------- Mine shut 2 

down. 
Wardle Coal Mine _________ •.• do ______ _ 

~:~:::~ g~:1 ~:~rug-co~== ===~~::::::: ----~- -------i 
Wilberg Coal Co ___________ ------------ ------ 2 

1 The amount of days working per week as up to 
Mar. 1, 1958. 

Mr. AIKEN. I understand the time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, wilf 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to ask 

a question of the distinguished chairman 
of the committee, because I am sorely 
torn on this question. I represent a 
State in which we have large wheat sur-

pluses and other agricultural surpluses. 
where we have mineral surpluses, and 
where the mining conditions are very 
bad. As a matter of fact, in the State of 
Montana, we are in a depression, so far 
as mining is concerned. I understand. 
from the explanation that has been 
given of the bill, that lead, zinc, tung
sten, and manganese have been imported 
under the program, but that, on being 
imported, they have been placed in what 
is known as the standby stockpile. 

As long as that was happening, the 
price of these products was fairly strong 
in this country. However, as soon as 
bartering in these minerals stopped, then 
the minerals which used to go into the 
stockpile came into the open market. 
and the price was depressed. 

As the result, the lead, zinc, and tung
sten mines are closed down. They are 
being fiooded, the timbers are caving in. 
and the breasts are falling. Also, the 
result has been that a great many people 
have been put out of work. 

What is the situation under the pro
visions now in the bill insofar as these 
metals are concerned? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
has stated many times that, although 
the Secretary of Agriculture is directed 
to barter, he must still consult--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself 1 
more minute. 

It must be remembered that bartering 
does not affect domestic production with 
respect to which "the United States does 
not domestically produce its require
ments and which ·entail risk of loss 
through deterioration or substantial 
storage charges." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Then, as long as a 
surplus lasts in any 1 of those 4 metals. 
there can be no barter. Is that correct? 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Th,ere cannot be 

any bartering? 
Mr. ELLENDER. No; that is my un-

derstanding. -
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 2 minutes on the bill, and I should 
like to have the Senator from Louisiana 
point out in the bill any provision which 
prohibits such barter. My interp-reta
tion is that that is not only permitted. 
but directed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President
Mr. AIKEN. I have asked the Sena

tor from Louisiana to point out the part 
of the bill which prohibits the Secretary 
of Agriculture bartering for lead, zinc, 
or any other minerals of which we are 
now importing substantial q_uantities. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, 1 
yield myself 1 minute. This matter 
has been discussed time f',nd time again. 
I certainly hope the Secretary of Agri
culture will use good judgment and not 
stockpile strategic materials that are on 
hand in abundance. · 

Mr. AIKEN. They are being im
ported now. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is true, but 
even though they are the subject of 
barter, they cannot be sold to the trade, 
unless an act of Congress to that effect \ 
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is passed. All protection necessary ·is 
iven to the producers of those mate

·ials. The reason for the barter provi
sion in the bill is that the Department of 
Agriculture has absolutely closed out 
barter. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe I can 
clarify this situation. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. First of all, all 
metals and minerals that are bartered 
have-to be put in the stockpile. 

Mr. AIKEN. No. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I will tell the 

Senator why. It is because we do not 
barter unless a procurement directive 
bas been issued. 

Mr. AIKEN. It can be done under the 
provisions of the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It cannot be done. 
I discussed that very point with repre
sentatives of the Department of Agricul
ture familiar with the details of the 
program. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is the purpose of 
the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; that is not the 
purpose of the bill. . The purpose is to 
tell the Secretary that he should barter. 
He has not bartered at all. He has re
fused to barter, at the expense of the 
American taxpayers. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 more 
minute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it is only 
fair that we should completely under
~tand how the Department of Agri
.culture operates on barter. While the 
language is more of a directive to the 
Secretary, it also requires that be fol
low some procedure. He did in the past, 
before barter was suspended. The same 
people would administer this new bill. 
The only barter that will take place will 
be on a procurement directive or on a 
specific request from individual agencies 
of the Government. The procurement 
directive is the result of action by the 
interagency committee of the Depart
ment of State, the Department of Agri
culture, the Department of Commerce, 
the General Services Administration, 
and the Office of Defense Mobilization. 

Unless the Office of Defense Mobiliza
tion, which is responsible for the policy, 
and the General Services Administra
tion, which is responsible for the inven
tory of the national stockpile or the 
supplemental stockpile, say that the 
barter is in the national interest, tlie 
barter will not take place. 
· Mr. ANDERSON. What language is 

\ 

this? Where is the language that pro
tects the lead and zinc industry? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is already in 
\ the supplemental stockpile language. It 

is already in the national stockpile 
1 language. It is already a matter of 

working regulation in the Department, 
which has been working with it since the 
79th Congress, and, indeed, since the 
1956 supplemental stockpile bill. That 
is not being disturbed at all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield one more 
minute. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, ·I 
should like to have an answer to the 
same question I directed to the dis
tinguished chairman of the committee. 
Under the language proposed, is the idea 
to provide that so long as there is a 
surplus of lead, zinc, manganese, and 
tungsten, and a depressed condition in 
those industries, no barter arrange
ments will be made? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the interagency 
committee, composed of the Departments 
of State, Interior, Agriculture, and Office 
of Defense Mobilization feels that no 
more metals are needed, none will be 
obtained. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. But we have sur
pluses. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Stockpile surpluses 
are locked up; they are isolated from the 
market. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, no; the surplus 
is outside the stockpiles. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am talking about 
·any metals brought into the country 

nder barter, if any are brought in. They 
will not be put in the American market; 
they will be put in the stockpile. There 

ill be no metals flooded onto the Amer-
. can market. 

I have discussed the matter with the 
officials, and I assure the Senator from 
Montana that the same regulations 
which prevailed previously, concerning 
the consultation by experts in the GSA 
and the Department of the Interior, will 
prevail under this provision. 

This provision simply says to Ezra Taft 
Benson, "Instead of spending $1 million 
a day for storage charges on wheat, and 
instead of permitting that wheat to de
teriorate, try to make a barter deal for 
goods of which we are in short supply, 
for goods which will not deteriorate, 
for goods for which there will be no 
storage charges. If you can make such 
an arrangement, and if you can find an 
agency cf the Government that says it 
needs the goods, or if they are needed 
for the defense program, then will you 
please go ahead and barter?" That is 
the intent of the provision. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is fine; but 
we are not in short supply of lead, zinc, 
tungsten, and manganese. The chair
man of the committee says they will 
not be bought. The Senator from Min
nesota does not go quite that far, but 
almost that far. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not know 
whether they will be bartered; I can
not say. That is a matter to be decided 
by the Office of Defense Mobilization in 
the interest of protecting the security of 
the United States. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 
Louisiana says that they will not be 
bought. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Of course they will 
not be bartered; not under the condi
tions just stated. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be a quorum call, the 
time for the quorum call to be charged 
to neither side. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Are we ready 
to vote? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; all the. time 
has been used. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there 
may be a quorum call, and that as soon 
as a quorum has been obtained, the Sen
ate proceed to vote on the Aiken amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may have a 
few minutes in which to make a state
ment connected with the introduction 
.of a bill, before the quorum is called, 
the time for my statement to be charged 
to neither side. Is that agreeable? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes. 

SOUTH POLE DOG 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, we all 

know that laws, rules, and regulations 
are necessary to the orderly government 
and functioning of society. This is the 
very basis for the existence of govern
ment, for without it we would have 
anarchy. 

·Certain occasions arise, however, 
when the rigid enforcement of the duly 
adopted laws of society or government 
can work an unintended hardship, and 
in these cases we should act to remove 
the burden of the general rules. Such 
an instance has come to my attention, 
and I feel that · it must be brought to 
the attention of my colleagues for cor
rective action. 

An Associated Press article appeared 
in the Washington Evening Star last 
night stating that a lieutenant in the 
United States Navy who has spent the 
past several months at the South Pole 
is about to be mustered out of the Navy. 
While Lieutenant Tuck was based in the 
Antarctic, he raised and trained a sled 
dog which is now said to be Navy prop
erty, and must be offered for sale at a. 
public auction next week. Lieutenant 
Tuck would like to retain possession of 
his pet, but is prevented from doing so 
by Navy regulations pertaining to the 
disposition of surplus property. Fur
thermore, the lieutenant is prevented by 
law-and that is the important fac
tor-from submitting his own bid for 
purchase of the dog, because personnel 
of the Armed Forces may not bid on 
surplus defense property. 

The Secretary of the Navy has in
formed me that no exception can be 
made in this case. It seems more fitting 
to me that this serviceman should be 
allowed to keep his pet than that it 
should be offered for sale to some dog .. 
food manufacturer for advertising pur
poses. I would like to point out that this 
dog is the only one to have been born 
and raised in the Antarctic. The dog 
was not purchased by the NavY, and the 
man who raised and trained him should 
have the right to keep him. 

Mr. President, I introduce for appro
priate reference a bill which would di
rect the Secretary of the Navy to trans
fer all right, title, and interest in this 
dog to Lieutenant Tuck. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill (S. 3529) to direct the Secre
tary of the Navy to transfer certain sur
plUJ3 property to Lt. Jack Tuck, intro-
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duced by Mr. THYE, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent also that the article 
entitled "NavY Redtape Ties Up Husky 
Born at Pole," published in the Wash
ington Evening Star of March 19, 1958, 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being rio objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
NAVY REDTAPE TIES UP HUSKY BORN AT 

POLE-SALE AS SURPLUS THREATENS To 
SEPARATE SLED DOG FROM HIS SERVICE 
MASTER 
The Navy is taking bids on Bravo the dog, 

and the bidding could be more spirited than 
that for a major shipbuilding contract. 

Bravo is the sled dog born in the Ant
arctic and reputedly the only dog ever to 
winter at the South Pole, Lt. (j. g.) Jack 
Tuck, one of the 17 Navy men and civilian 
scientists who lived at the American South 
Polar base last season, wants to keep his 
canine friend when Lieutenant Tuck leaves 
the Navy to go to college. 

_But the way the situation shaped up to
day, Lieutenant Tuck and Bravo won't be 
mustered out together. Bravo, it seems, is 
Navy property and under the law can't be 
given away, even though the Navy has de
clared him to be surplus property. 

Bravo and Lieutenant Tuck are now at the 
United States Naval Construction Battalion 
Center, Davisville, R.I. 

Bids on the sale of Bravo and four other 
part-wolf huskies used in the Antarctic ex
ploration trips will be received at Davis
ville next Tuesday. Among those express
ing interest is at least one manufacturer of 
dog food. 

The bidding forms place the Government 
cost for each of the 5 dogs at $233. All of 
the dogs except Bravo were purchased from 
Mrs. Milton Seeley of Wonalancet, N. H. 

- Bravo really didn't cost the Government 
anything; he was a by-product of canine 
social lif~ in the Antarctic. Nevertheless, 
the specifications include him in the list of 
$233 dogs and that is the lowest price the 
Navy wants in the bids. · 

Bravo--silver gray, alert and bigger than 
his relatives--has been featured in pic
torial reports of the National Geographic 
magazine on the Antarctic expedition. 

The bid specifications of the Navy include 
this notation on Bravo: "Caution-this dog 
is highly spirited and must be handled with 
extreme caution." Bravo's Navy friends say 
this is slander. 

MILK PRICES 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent to have printed in the 
body of the RECORD a letter dated March 
17, 1958, which I have received from the 
National Independent Dairies Associa
tion. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

NATIONAL INDEPENDENT 
DAIRIES ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, D. C., March 17, 1958. 
Hon. EDWARD J. THYE, . 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR THYE: I first want to 
thank you for the courteous treatment which 
we received during our appearance before the 
subcommittee of the Senate Small Business 
Committee investigating the food industry 
on March 3. Your profound interest in the 
problems of the small-dairy man is deeply 
appreciated, and it has been a pleasure for 

me to inform many of your constituents of 
the interest which you have shown and are 
showing in their problems. 

During my testimony you asked if we had 
any figures which would show that the large 
chains could lower their price of milk in 
one area and raise their price in other areas, 
thereby showing an overall profit. 

As you know, the major dairy chain in 
the United States is the National Dairy 
Products Corp., w~ich _does business under 
the name Sealtest. The United States De
partment of Agriculture fluid milk and cream 
reports for the months of June, July, Au
gust, and September 1957 report that the 
following markets in which Sealtest central 
division operates plants had the following 
changes in prices: 

Memphis, Tenn.: Increased quarts 1 cent 
and half-gallons 2 cents in July 1957, and 
another 1 cent per quart and 2 cents per 
half-gallon in August 1957. 

St. Louis, Mo.: Increased 1 cent per quart, 
2 cents per half gallon in July-another 1 
cent per quart and 2 cents per half-gallon 
in September 1957. 

Milwaukee, Wis.: Increased 1 cent per 
quart and 1 cent per half-gallon in August 
1957. 

Nashville, Tenn.: Increased 1 · cent per 
quart and 2 cents per half-gallon in August 
1957. 

Louisville, Ky.: Decreased 2 cents per 
quart, 4 cents per half-gallon on wholesale, 
and 1 cent per quart, 2 cents per half-gallon 
home delivery, on August 19, 1957. 

As you can see from these various changes 
Jn the central division prices, they are able 
to lower the price in any given market while 
more than regaining this loss by raising their 
price in any or all other cities they serve. 

We trust that the above is the information 
which you were seeking. 

With all good wishes, I am, 
Sincerely yours, · 

D. C. DANIEL. 

stitutional and legal questions that may 
prevent." 

The President then went on to say: 
However, I do deeply believe that universal 

acceptance and practice by the industry of 
voluntary quotas, adjusted to the present 
production situation with such flexibility 
as to meet future contingencies, would avoid 
many difficulties and would be the best ap
proach to this vexing problem-for the in
dustry itself, as well as our economy as a 
whole. 

Plans are now being discussed looking to
ward making these adjustments, and making 
them fully effective. 

Mr. President, I hope the President's 
prompt response to my letter indicates 
tnere will soon be favorable action on 
this very serious problem. The present 
trend cannot continue long without a 
vital domestic industry suffering crip
pling blows 

I have been in continuous contact with 
the responsible officials who are han
dling the oil program. I have been urg
ing that they take steps and take them 
quickly to bring some relief to the in
dustry. 

I have expressed the hope that our 
agencies in their purchases will recog
nize the difficulties of the industry. 

I have been urging that steps be taken 
to make the quota system effective. 

In Texas alone our producers have 
had to close down hundreds of oil rigs. 
The search for. new petroleum reserve·s 
has slowed down dr;:tstically. Many em
ployees or the oil industry have been 
laid off or are working part time. 

I have conferred with leaders of man
agement and labor in the industry. · 
They are agreed that action must be 
taken quickly before the industry is 

DOMESTIC OIL INDUSTRY swamped in a sea of imports. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- The impact has been reflected in un-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that I employment figures; a depressed econ-
-may proceed for 2 minutes. omy in the communities that center 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there around the industry; and in the deter
objection? The Chair hears none, and iorating financial position of a number 

-the Senator from Texas is recognized of our States. 
for 2 minutes. The need for action-prompt and ef-

Mr .. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- fective action-grows more urgent every 
dent, I have received a letter from the day. I hope that the President's state
President of the United States which is ment is an indication that such action 
of deep interest to broad sections of our will not be long delayed. 
country. I ask unanimous consent that there 

On March 6 I wrote to the President be printed in the REcORD as part of my 
calling attention to the very serious sit- remarks the text of the letter I have re
uation that confronts the domestic oil ceived from President Eisenhower. 
industry and vital parts of our economy Tl;lere being no ~bject~?n, the letter 
which depend upon it. The industry is _ was ordered to be prmted m the RECORD. 
staggering under the impact of con- as follows: 
t . d h · t f t 1 d MARCH 15, 1958. 1nue eavy 1mpor s o pe ro eum an The Honorable LYNDON B. JoHNSON, 
petroleum products. In my letter, I United states senate, 
suggested that two steps be taken. wasningtonJ D. c. 

First, a mandatory reduction by 20 DEAR LYNDON: I have your letter of March 
percent of oil imports under the author- 6th calling attention to the situation con
ity .granted to the President by Congress fronting the domestic petroleum industry. 
under the Reciprocal Trade Agreements That excessive imports have a serious ef-
Act feet on national security has been recog-

. . . nized. Steps were taken by me to bring 
Second, a system under which Imports these imports into line on a voluntary basis. 

could be cut back from month to month With the exception of a few recalcitrants, the 
on a basis comparable to cutbacks in established importers who were given quotas 
the domestic industry in those States have cooperated willingly with the voluntary 
where prorationing is- in effect. program. The quotas under the voluntary 

The President's reply stated that man- program were distributed, however, when 
datory controls have been under "serious the domestic demand was considerably 
d . · b th c b' t "tt , higher than it is today. 

1scusswn. Y e. a me C<;>mmi ee. The invocation of mandatory controls has 
The President said that thiS country been under serious discussion by the Cabinet 
"may be compelled to adopt some such committee. we may be compelled to adopt 
solution, although there are some con- some such solution, although there are some 
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constitutional and legal questions that may 
prevent. However, I do deeply believe that 
universal acceptance and practice by the 
industry of voluntary quotas, adjusted to 
the present production situation with such 
flexibil1ty as to meet future contingencies, 
would avoid many diftlculties and would be 
the best approach to this vexing problem
for the industry itself, as well as our economy 
as a whole. 

Plans are now being discussed looking 
toward making these adjustments, and mak
ing them fully effective. 

I have asked the Secretary of Commerce 
to advise you on the details of the Cabinet 
Committee's discussions and to keep you 
posted on the progress being made. 

With warm regard. 
Sincerely, 

EXTENSION OF AGRICULTURAL 
TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND AS
SISTANCE ACT OF 1954 
The Senate resumed the considera

tion of the bill <S. 3420) to extend and 
amend the Agricultural Trade Develop
ment and Assistance Act of 1954. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I renew my request that there be 
a quorum call, the time for the quorum 
call to be charged to neither side; and 
that upon the obtaining of a quorum, the 
Senate proceed to vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
C'a::e, s. Dak. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
C'otton 
curtis 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Frear 
Fulbright 

Goldwater 
Gore 
Green 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoblitzell 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Jenner 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kerr 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Lausche 
Long 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Mansfield 
Martin, Iowa 
Martin, Pa. 
McClellan 
McNamara 
Monroney 
Morton 

Mundt 
Murray 
Neuberger 
O'Mahoney 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Proxmire 
Purtell 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Thye 
Watkins 
Williams 
Yarborough 
Young 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HENNINGS], the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. JACKSON], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], and 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TAL
MADGE] are absent on official business. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
absent because of death in his family. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BuTLER] and the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is absent on official business. 

The Senators from 
lVES and Mr. JAVITS] 
offi.cial business. 

New York [Mr. The result was announced-yeas 44. 
are detained on nays 39, as follows: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MORTON in the chair). A quorum is 
present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. AIKEN], to strike out section 
5, as amended by the Humphrey amend
ment. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered; and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HENNINGs], the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. JACKSON], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE], and 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TAL
MADGE] are absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], and 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TAL
MADGE] would each vote "nay." 

On this vote the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] has a pair with 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuT
LER]. If present and voting, the Sen
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
would vote "nay" and the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BuTLER] would vote 
"yea." 

Also, on this vote the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRsE] has a pair with the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRsE] would vote "nay" 
and the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN
NETT] would vote "yea." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab
sent because of a death in his family. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BuTLER] and the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is absent on official business. 

The Senators from New York [Mr. 
IvEs and Mr. JAVITS] are detained on of
ficial business. 

C :' this vote the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Utah 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Oregon would vote "nay." 

On this vote the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BuTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAU
VER]. If present and voting, the Senator 
from Maryland would vote "yea" and 
the Senator from Tennessee would vote 
"nay." 

Also, on this vote the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERs] is paired with 
the Senator from New York [Mr. JAv
ITsJ. If present and voting, the Sen
ator from Vermont would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from New York would 
vote "nay." 

Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
C'apehart 
Carlson 
Case, N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Church 
Cooper 

Byrd 
Carroll 
Clark 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Frear 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Green 
Hayden 
Hill 
Holland 

YEAS--44 
Cotton · 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Goldwater 
Hickenlooper 
Hoblitzell 
Hruska 
Jenner 
Knowland 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Malone 
Martin, Iowa 

NAYS-39 

Martin, Pa. 
Morton 
Mundt 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Revercomb 
Saltonstau 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Thye 
Watkins 
Williams 

Humphrey O'Mahoney 
Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Johnston, S. C. Proxmtre 
Kerr Robertson 
Langer Russell 
Long Scott 
Magnuson Smathers 
Mansfield Sparkman 
McClellan Stennis 
McNamara Symington 
Monroney Thurmond 
Murray Yarborough 
Neuberger Young 

NOT VOTING-13 
Bennett Ives Morse 

Talmadge 
Wiley 

Butler Jackson 
C'havez Javits 
Flanders Kefauver 
Hennings Kennedy 

So Mr. AIKEN's amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
was agreed be reconsidered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from California to lay 
on the table the motion of the Senator 
from Vermont. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open for further amendment. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I desire to call up my amend
ment. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may call up 
a privileged matter? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield 
for that purpose. 

REINVESTMENT BY AIR CARRIERS 
OF GAINS DERIVED FROM THE 
SALE OR OTHER DISPOSITION OF 
FLIGHT EQUIPMENT-CONFER
ENCE REPORT 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 

submit a report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5822) to 
amend section 406 (b) of the Civil Aero
nautics Act of 1938 with respect to the 
reinvestment by air carriers of the pro
ceeds from the sale or other disposition 
of certain operating property and equip
ment. I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re· 
port will be read for the information 
of the Senate. 
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The· Chief Clerk read the report, as 

follows: 
The committee of conference on the dls· 

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5822) to amend section 406 (b) of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1938 with respect to the 
reinvestment by air carriers of the proceeds 
from the sale or other disposition of certain 
operating property and equipment, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the Senate amendment insert 
the following: ·~That section 406 (b) of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, 
is hereby amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

" 'In determining the need of an air car
rier for compensation for the transportation 
of mail, and such carrier's "other revenue" 
for the purpose of this section, the Board 
shall not take into account--

"'(1) gains derived from the sale or other 
disposition of flight equipment if (A) the 
carrier notifies the Board in writing that it 
has invested or intends to reinvest the gains 
(less applicable expenses and taxes) derived 
from such sale or other disposition in flight 
equipment, and (B) submits evidence in 
the manner prescribed by the Board that an 
amount equal to such gains (less applicable 
expenses and taxes) has been expended for 
purchase of flight equipment or has been 
deposited in a special reequipment fund, or 

"'(2) losses sustained from the sale or 
other disposition of flight _equipment. 
Any amounts so deposited in a reequipment 
fund as above provided shall be used solely 
for investment in flight equipment either 
through payments on account of the pur
chase price or construction of flight equip
ment or in retirement of debt contracted for 
the purchase or construction of flight equip
ment, and unless so reinvested within such 
reasonable time as the Board may prescribe, 
the carrier shall not have the benefit of this 
paragraph. Amounts so deposited in there
equipment fund shall not be included as 
part of the carrier's used and useful invest
ment for purposes of section 406 until ex
pended as provided above: Provided, That 
the flight equipment in which said gains may 
be invested shall not include equipment de
livered to the carrier prior to April 6, 1956.' 

"SEc. 2. The amendment made by this Act 
to such section 406 (b) shall be effective as to 
all capital gains or losses realized on and 
after April 6, 1956, with respect to the sale 
or other disposition of flight equipment 
whether or not the Board shall have entered 
a final order taking account thereof in de
termining all other revenue of the air car
rier." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
MIKE MONRONEY, 
G. A. SMATHERS, 

.ALAN BIBLE, 

ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL, 
FREDERICK PAYNE, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
OREN HARRIS, 
KENNETH A. ROBERTS, 
wALTER ROGERS, 
SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL, 
CHAS. A. WOLVERTON, 
Jos. P. O'HARA, 
ROBERT HALE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

CIV-307 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, this 
represents a unanimous agreement of the 
conferees of the Senate and of the House 
on the capital gains waiver for feeder 
airlines and other airlines on subsidy. 
The bill is identical with . the bill passed 
by the Senate except with a rearrange
ment to make more definitely certain 
that the Williams amendment is ex
pressed in clear and certain terms. 

There is no objection from either the 
minority or majority side. 

Mr. President, I move that the confer
ence report be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 

APPOINTI\IENT TO JOINT ECO
NOMIC COMMITTEE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MoRTON in the chair). The Chair has 
been requested to announce the appoint
ment by the Vice President of the Sena
tor from West Virginia [Mr. HOBLITZELL] 
as a member of the Joint Economic 
Committee, vice the Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. GOLDWATER], resigned. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON S. 3502, TO 
AMEND THE FEDERAL AIRPORT 
ACT IN ORDER TO EXTEND THE 
TIME FOR MAKING GRANTS UN
DER THE PROVISIONS OF SUCH 
ACT, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES
AND ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 

desire to announce at this time that the 
Subcommittee on Aviation of the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce will begin hearings April 14 on 
S. 3502, a bill relating to the Federal 
Airport Act, which will extend the pres
ent act 4 additional years. It is neces
sary to take such action during the pres
ent session, so that plans may be made 
by the local communities to vote the 
bonds necessary, to design their airports, 
and to have their programs ready after 
1959. 

I should like to say that the bill also 
carries provision for $75 million addi
tional funds for matching local funds to 
speed up construction of airports, to get 
ready for the jet air age, and also to help 
relieve the unemployment which exists 
in so many scattered areas of the coun
try. This will be an e:tl'ective way to 
combat the recession. 

I invite any Senators who have knowl
edge of witnesses who would like to be 
heard to notify the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce, so that 
such witnesses may testify. 

Mr. SMATHERS rose. 
Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis

tinguished colleague, the Senator from 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair wishes to announce that the mat
ter under consideration is not a priv
ileged matter. The time has been 

allocated under a unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Oklahoma may be permit
ted not to exceed 3 minutes, and that 
·the time not be charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Texas? The Chair hears none. 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis
tinguished colleague, the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], one of the orig
inal coauthors, along with myself, of the 
Federal Aid to Airports Act which has so 
stimulated airport construction, on a so-
50 Federal-State basis. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the able 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con• 
sent that I may join with the able Sena
tor from Oklahoma and the distinirulshed. 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU• 
soN] in sponsorship of the new Federal 
Airport Act, as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is thel'e 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Florida? 'I'he Chair hears nonea 
and it is so ordered. 

EXTENSION OF AGRICULTURAL 
TRADE DEVELOPMENT ,AND AS
SISTANCE ACT OF 1954. 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 3420) to extend and amend 
the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I call up my amendment 
identified as "3-17-58-C," and ask that it 
be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment for the 
information of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the end of the 
bill it is proposed to add a new section as 
follows: 

SEC. • (~) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, all foreign currencies re
ceived in payment for commodities sold 
under the authority of title I of the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954, as amended, shall be placed in a 
special fund 1n the Treasury, which shall be 
designated as the Foreign Currencies Fund. 
Upon receipt of any such payment, the dollar 
equivalent thereof shall be paid by the 
Treasury to the Commodity Credit Corpora· 
tion in reimbursement for the agricultural 
. commodities sold under such title. Payment 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation under 
this section shall be 1n lieu of reimburse• 
ment by the agencies using foreign curren• 
cies as provided in section 105 or such act. 
and payments required by such section to be 
made by such agencies to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall be made instead to 
the Treasury. 

(b) All disbursements authorized to be 
made of foreign currencies received for com· 
modities sold under the provisions of· such 
title shall hereafter be made only 1n such 
amounts as may be specified 1n appropria
tion acts. 

(c) The Secretary ot the Treasury shall 
report to the Congress not later than Janu
ary 81 of each year all payments to and 
disbursements from the Foreign CUrrencies 
Fund in the 12 months ending December 31 
prior thereto. 
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Mr. ELLENDER; Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Under the terms of the unanimous
consent agreement, the Senator from 
South Dakota will be allotted 15 min
utes and the majority leader will be al
lotted 15 minutes. 

How much time does the Senator from 
South Dakota yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I yield myself 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota is recognized
for 7 minutes. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, there are two reasons why the 
amendment should be adopted. The 
first reason is that Congress should con
trol the spending of money. Last year 
over a billion dollars was spent by the 
executive agencies in the form of for
eign currencies without review of such 
appropriations by the Congress. 

The second reason for the adoption of 
the amendment is that the programs for 
which the money is spent should bear 
the burden of carrying the appropria
tions and the amounts should not be 
charged as the cost of a farm support 
program, which is charged to the 
farmers. 

I have in my hand a copy of the Presi
dent's report to the Congress dated Feb
ruary 4, 1958. On page 8 of that re
port the President deals with the admin
istration of foreign currencies. Ahead 
of a table he states : 

The responsibllity for administering the 
expenditure of foreign currencies is assigned 
by Executive Order to various agencies, as 
tallows: 

There follows on page 9 a list of the 
executive agencies to whom authority 
has been given by an Executive order to 
spend the vast amount of money devel
oped by the sale of such surplus com
modities. 

On page 12 of the President's report to 
the Congress there is a list of the so
called planned uses of foreign currency 
under agreements signed during the 6 
months from July to December 1957. 
They total over $205 million. At the 
conclusion of the President's report, 
there are some tables which show the 
planned uses of foreign currencies for 
the full fiscal year 1957, by countries 
and by objects. They total $1,046 mil
lion. 

It is clear from the tables, Mr. Presi
dent, that $1 V-i billion is being spent in 
a period of 18 months by executive agen
cies of the Government without direct 
appropriation by the Congress. These 
amounts are the dollar equivalent 
values. They are spent by such agen
cies as the Department of Agriculture, 
the Office of Defense Mobilization, the 
ICA, the Export-Import Bank, the De
partment of State, the United States In
formation Agency-and, under one cate
gory, "any agency" may spend the:rn. 
That is all done under an Executive or-

·der, without· any specific review or ap .. 
propriation by the Congress. 

The amendment which I propose pro
vides that foreign currencies received 
from the sale of agricultural commodf .. 
ties should, first of all, be credited to 

the advances which have been made by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, so 
that the accounts, so to speak, with re
spect to the surplus commodities would 
be discharged. The farmer would no 
longer be charged with the moneys in
volved here, after the payment had been 
received. 

The second point is that when the 
money had been received, and the Com
modity Credit Corporation accounts had 
been squared up, the money would rest 
in a foreign currency fund within the 
Treasury, from which it would be dis
bursed in specified amounts by appro
priation bills to be acted upon by the 
Congress. 

The program of selling surplus com .. 
modities for foreign currencies is one 
which I have supported from the begin
ning. In fact, as I stated yesterday, I 
suggested the idea of selling surplus 
commodities for foreign currencies. 
However, the manner in which the 
money has been handled has been a mat
ter of "easy come, easy go." The mak
ings of a first-class scandal exists in 
this method of handling foreign cur
rency. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Referring to page 2 

of the amendment, under subparagraph 
(b), there is this language: 

All disbursements authorized to be made 
of foreign currencies received for commod
ities sold under the provisions of such title 
shall hereafter be made only in such 
amounts as may be specified in appropri
ation acts. 

Does that mean that no expenditures 
could be made except those which were 
specified in appropriation acts? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think 
it does. The Constitution provides that 
no money shall be disbursed from the 
Treasury of the United States except in 
pursuance of an appropriate act of Con
gress. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. This language, then, 
would cover all types of expenditures 
made of foreign currency? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It 
would cover all types of expenditures 
from the foreign currency fund estab
lished by this amendment. Of course, 
there are some foreign currencies which 
are received' as counterpart funds under 
the foreign aid program. Personally, 
~ think those funds should also be han
dled in this way, but I thought, for the 
purpose of establishing the pinciple, if 
we could do it in connection with the 
foreign currencies received from the sale 
of surplus commodities, when the Mu
tual Security Act is considered a simi
lar amendment might be offered at that 
time to deal with those funds. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Are many of the for
eign currencies which we receive under 
title I used by representatives of the leg .. 
islative branch in their trips around the 
world? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I pre .. 
sume they might be. I do not know. I 
do understand that foreign currencies 
received by the United States have been 
used by committees and committee 
members in their trips abroad. I think 

pro_bably most of such foreign cur
rencies are those which were created by 
the so-called counterpart payments by 
nations receiving foreign aid. In any 
event, I think such funds should receive 
the same treatment. They should be 
placed in the Treasury and appropriated 
in particular amounts for purposes to 
which Congress gives specific approval. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am in accord with 
the statement made by the distinguished 
Senator. The answer, then, would be 
that it might be that such currencies are 
used by members of the legislative 
branch in their trips. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. They 
might or might not be such currencies. 
I see no reason why such currencies 
could not be used for committee trips. 
However, I did not see in any part of the 
President's report the report of an Ex
ecutive order which assigned any of 
them to the legislative branch. I refer 
to the particular currencies which come 
from the sale of surplus commodities. 
However, it is true that foreign cur
rencies are used. I believe that those 

, which have been used for committees 
have been those derived from counter
part funds under the Mutual Security 
Act. . 

Mr. LAUSCHE. With respect to the 
$1 billion equivalent of foreign currency 
which has been used, is a part of such 
funds included in the investments which 
are being made and financed on a loan 
basis? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Some of 
them are financed on a loan basis. In 
fact, I think the largest single item_ is 
a loan to Brazil. I am not saying that 
that is not a good loan; but I believe 
that funds which the United States ac
quires, to the extent of more than 
$1 billion for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1957, should be the subject of specific 
authorization and appropriatic;m. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. When I interrupted, 
the Senator was saying something about 
·a scandalous situation. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I said 
that there exist in the method of han
dling the funds the makings of a 
scandal. When the whole story is told 
as to the liberality with which these 
funds are disbursed, I feel that items 
will be disclosed of which the Congress 
and the country will not be proud. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from South Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

I fear that if the pending amendment 
is adopted, it will kill the bill. Under 
the bill which we are now discussing, 
there would be no change in the method 
by which these transactions have been 
handled in the past. That procedure is 
generally as follows: Agreements are 
made between us and purchasing coun
tries. It is not a question of selling so 
many bushels of wheat for so much 
money. Agreements must be entered 
into between the United States and the 
purchasing countries. In such agree
ments, a determination is made as to 
how the proceeds derived from the sale 
of agricultural commodities involved are 
to be used. 
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The law provides several ways in which 

that money can be spent. These are: 
First, to help develop new markets for 

United States agricultural commodities 
on a mutually beneficial basis. 

If an agreement is entered into be
tween the United States and Japan, let 
us say, our Government and Japan must 
determine how much of the sale price of 
the wheat will be used to help develop 
new markets for the United States. 

Second, the moneys may be used to 
purchase or contract to purchase stra
tegic and critical materials · within the 
applicable terms of the Strategic and 
Critical Materials Act. That is another 
way in which the proceeds obtained 
from the sale of these surplus commodi
ties, may be used. 

Third, they may be used to procure 
military equipment, materials, facilities, 
and services for the common defense. 
The purposes for which the proceeds will 
be used must ·be determined while the 
agreement to sell the commodities is be
ing negotiated. 

Now, if we provide that the Congress 
must appropriate funds from the pro
ceeds of any of these sales, another con
dition is imposed upon the sales agree
ment. Congress might, or might not, ap
propriate funds for the agreed purposes 
of the agreement. I doubt seriously if 
many countries would contract to pur
chase surplus commodities under Public 
Law 480 if they were compelled to subject 
these agreements to a further review by 
Congress, of course, it would naturally 
follow that fewer surplus commodities 
would be disposed. 

As pointed out day before yesterday 
when the bill was before us, we have 
programed through February 1,1958, $2,-
531,000,000 worth of commodities under 
Public Law 480. Of that huge sum, $43.2 
million will be used for agricultural mar
ket development. 

For the supplemental stockpiJe, $2 
million has been programed. Com
mon defense, $290.5 million. Purchase 
of goods from other countries, $42.9 mil
lion. Grants for economic aid through 
ICA, $61.5 million. Loans to private 
enterprise, which is provided for in the 
law, $44.7 million. Payment of United 
States obligations, $656.6 million. Loans 
to foreign governments, $1,349,000,000. 

I wish to point out that many of these 
sales would not have been made except 
for the fact that in the agreements we 
designate the uses of the proceeds of the 
sales to the countries. Therefore under 
the amendment proposed by my good 
friend from South Dakota we could not 
enter into any of these agreements and 
comply with them. Not all countries 
would be willing to purchase the com
modities unless they knew in advance 
where and how the funds would be used 
and whether they would be used in ac
cord with the agreements and in accord 
with the provisions of the law to which 
I have just referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself 2 
more minutes. 
· Mr. CASE of -South Dakota. Mr. 

President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is the 
Senator saying that we could not make 
the sales unless the country gets the as
surance in advance that the money will 
be given back to it, and that an agree
ment is made to that effect? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is 
partly correct. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is that 
the way it works? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Generally speaking 
the Senator is right. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. That is 
a pretty weak sale. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It may be a pretty 
weak sale, but that is the way it has 
been operating; that is the way the pro
gram has been · administered ever since 
its inception. I have frequently com
plained about the proportion of funds 
loaned back to purchasing countries for 
economic development, but the Depart
ment of Agriculture takes the position 
that very few sales will be consummated 
unless the present procedure is followed. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It is a 
poorly disguised giveaway. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It is not very well 
disguised at times, but the Department 
of Agriculture, believe it or not, has 
quite a task on its hands to dispose of 
some of these goods, and the countries 
that purchase the goods want to know 
in advance how their currencies will be 
used. If the matter is tied up as the 
Senator from South Dakota suggests, 
and the proceeds of a sale are put into 
a Treasury common fund, as the Sena
tor wishes to have done, and Congress 
is directed thereafter to appropriate the 
money, I am sure that that will run 
contrary to the agreements that will 
be made between the purchasers of the 
surplus commodities and our Govern
ment. 

Now, I have said many times that the 
foreign aid planners should not be al
lowed to "double dip" so to speak; I 
do not think they should have carte 
blanche under Public Law 480 and the 
mutual security program too. However, 
we must dispose of our farm surpluses. 
Therefore, I have on several occasions 
sought to reduce the mutual security 
program to the extent countries allo
cated foreign aid have received benefits 
under Public Law -480. I think that ap
proach is reasonable and proper. I do 
not want te do anything which will 
hamper the disposal of surpluses under 
Public Law 480. That is why I am com
pelled to oppose the Senator's amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has again expired. 

Mr. CASE 'of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, how much time do I have 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota has -7 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield 
myself 2 minutes. No one has been a 
more diligent student of the programs 
under which we spread money around 
the world than has the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana. I regret that 
he is put in the position of having to 
defend what is done under the law, be
cause no Congressional review is pro
vided or afforded as to the expenditure 

of the for~ign currencies. under the 
present law. 

The Senator from Louisiana has con
tended, and I think quite properly, that 
we ought to very carefully study the ex
penditure of funds under the foreign aid 
program. Now he is put in the position, 
unfortunately-and I am sure it is not 
of his own choosing-of saying that we 
cannot sell farm commodities unless we 
tell the countries involved, and tell them 
in advance, that we will give the money 
back to them on their own terms. That 
is not the way the funds ought to be dis
bursed. These funds are assets of the 
United States. Although they are con
verted into foreign wrrencies, they are 
of value, and represent over $2¥2 billion, 
under the figures submitted by the Sen
ator from Louisiana. 

My amendment would not kill the pro
gram. We could provide a ceiling for 
all the purposes involved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield 
myself 1 additional minute. We could 
provide a ceiling for each of the cate
gories and say to the Department of 
Agriculture and to the State Depart
ment, "You negotiate within these ceil
ing limitations, but give Congress the 
right to review the expenditures of these 
foreign currencies." 

That is the intent and purpose of my 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time 
will have to be yielded for the purpose 
of suggesting the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. ELLENDER. First, Mr. President, 
I yield 3 minutes to the senior Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I am 
sure no one wishes to quarrel with the 
theory being advanced by the Senator 
from South Dakota. Unfortunately, we 
must make up our minds whether we are 
interested in disposing of the surplus 
food which the Commodity Credit Cor
poration owns, or whether we wish to 
have what the Senator advocates. I say . 
that because the countries in which we 
sell the surplus commodities in exchange 
f-or their currencies are not going to 
make a contract with us unless they 
know what we will do with their cur
rencies. In fact, they could not do it 
even if they wanted to. Therefore, if we 
tie the Department's hands in disposing 
of the surplus foods, they will not be 
disposed of. 

I should like to do it the way the 
Senator from South Dakota suggests, but 
it will not work that way. Therefore, I 
say Senators must make up their minds 
whether they wish to get rid of the sur
plus commodities or wish not to get rid 
of them. If we tie the hands of the 
Department of Agriculture's Commodity 
Credit Corporation in this respect, we 
will not get rid of them, although it 
sounds like a reasonable solution. How
ever, we will not get rid of the surplus 
commodities in that way. 

I went into this subject very carefully 
this morning, at a hearing of the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency, with 

r 
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a witness who had all the · figures as to 
what has happened to the currencies un
der this program, and we went into the 
whole program. That is why I am so 
familiar with the operation of it. Even 
if a country were in favor of our desig
nating what we would do with its cur
rency, the country's financial situation 
would be such that it could not make 
that kind of arrangement, because it 
would throw that country completely out 
of financial balance. The countries are 
forced to do it in the way it has been 
done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from Ken
tucky. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I do 
not want the impression to be left that 
there is not a degree of Congressional 
control over the local funds which are 
generated under the Public Law 480 
program. The administration follows a 
pattern which Congress has written into 
the law. It requires that certain things 
be done, within administrative discre
tion, with these funds. Guidelines are 
set in the law. They were pointed out 
by the able chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

I agree thoroughly with what the 
Senator from South Dakota is trying to 
do and with what he is trying to accom
plish. I agree with the Senator from 
Ohio that we should have some control 
over the counterpart funds that are gep
erated and which are used by Congres
sional committees and Members of Con• 
gress. 

However, Public Law 480 works in this 
way: Our people go to a foreign gov
ernment and negotiate for an agreement 
which will develop something that. will 
not only remove the surplus commodities 
that we have ori hand, but will provide 
that the funds that are · generated 
through the sale of the commodities will 
be used to the best interests of both 
countries, and will serve our national 

- security or the best interests of future 
agricultural exports, or, as in the pend
ing bill, provide educational exchange 
benefits, and so forth. -

No negotiator can go to a country and 
negotiate for the sale of agricultural 
surpluses on the · basis of this contin
gency: "Yes, this is the way we will do 
it, but I have to go back and get an ap:. 
propriation bill, which will have to go 
through the House committee and be 
passed by the House of Representatives, 
and then go to the Senate and be re
ferred to a Senate committee, and then 
go through the Senate, and then into 
conference; and, subject to what is de
veloped a year henc~ or 2 years hence 
in the appropriation procedure which we 
have under our constitutional system, I 
will sell you this wheat." 

If that were to happen, the weevils 
would get the wheat. It is impracticable 
to work out the program in that way. 
Neither do I wish the impression to be 
left that the local funds are given to the 
country which receives the merchan
dise. 

Loans are made. But some of the cur
rencies have great value and a great 
degree of convertibility. The currency 

can be used to build airports at our for
eign bases. 

So far as correcting those two im
pressions is concerned, I agree with the 
objectives of the Senator from South 
Dakota. I think there should be a tight
ening up of the Congressional review 
of the uses of the funds, but we cannot 
do it, as the Senator from Louisiana 
so ably pointed out, through the normal 
procedures which have been set up in 
the United States. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
there be a quorum ·call, the time for 
the quorum call to be charged to neither 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, may we have the yeas and nays? 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres

ident, I yield myself 2 minutes. I hope 
all Senators will find time to read the 
report of the President, -so as to help 
them to get the full import of what the 
President said: 

The resP-onsibility of administering the 
expenditure of foreign currencies is assigned 

·. by executive order to various agencies, as 
follows. 

Mr. President, that responsibility car
ries with it the spending of $2.5 billion 
of foreign currencies, according to the 
statement of the totals that have been 
involved and the figures presented by the 
chairman of the committee. 

i:n no other field of government do 
we, by Executive order, turn over to 
executive agencies the expenditure of 
$2.5 billion and the additional billion 
or more which will be created by the 
·proposed legislation being considered. 
That is one reason for adopting the 
amendment. 

The other reason is that when these 
funds are placed in the Treasury in a 
special fund to be known as a local cur
rencies fund, the Commodity Credit Cor
poration then will be paid o1f, so far as 
the farmer is concerned; and no longer 
will the farm program be charged with 
carrying on a number of loan and ex
penditure programs which are not really 
being reviewed in detail by anyone. At 
least, no one in Congress has been re
viewing them in detail. 

Those are the reasons why the amend
ment should be agreed to. 
_ Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as my 
good friend from South Dakota stated a 
while ago, in view of my continued op
position to foreign aid it may at first 
seem peculiar that I should defend a 
method which Congress itself has estab
lished for, in effect, extending a kind of 
foreign aid. I have explained my rea
sons for opposing the pending amend-

. ment, in this regard. I am certain that 

the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota voted for the Surplus Disposal 
Act as it now is. He voted for the var
ious provisions which make funds avail
able for education, the common defense, 
for the payment of the expenses of the 
State Department, and to build airfields 
abroad. 

I am quite certain that if the sales of 
the surpluses were not made under the 
conditions imposed by the act, very few 
sales would be made. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
· Mr. FULBRIGHT. Was this amend
ment considered by the committee? 

Mr. ELLENDER. It was considered 
some time ago, but the committee re
jected it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The fact is that if 
it were adopted, it is very unlikely that 
any deals would be made under it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The only reason 
why there is any willingness to make 
agreements to pay in foreign currency 
is so that the countries can take posses
sion of the proceeds, in accordance with 
the agreements which are made. 

Mr. ELLENDER. If the funds were 
required to be appropriated, it is possible 
that many of the agreements between 
our country and the other countries to 
purchase surplus farm conimodities , 
_would be upset. , , . 
. - Mr. FULBRIGHT.· And no further 
agreement could be made. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Exactly. 
Mr. HOLLAND . . Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Louisiana yield to me? 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. HO~D. Are not the surplus 

commodities in the hands of the Com
modity Credit Corporation assets of the 
United States? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Is there any more 

reason for trying to control definitely 
and by specifics the expenditure of the 
foreign funds we get in return for them, 
than there would be for trying to deter
mine in advance how many bushels of 
wheat or how many bushels of com or 
how many bales of cotton or how many 
units of any other commodity should be 
used under this program with each of 
the specific nations with which we deal? 
Is it not just as necessary to allow dis
cretion in this field as it was to give dis
cretion to the Department of Agricul
ture to work out mutually acceptable 
agreements with such friendly nations, 
in regard to certain volumes of this huge 
mass of surplus agricultural commodities 
which are assets of the United States? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from 
Florida is correct. 

Mr. President, as I have just pointed 
. out, and as the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] has also 
pointed out, very few sales would be 
made if the pending amendment were 
enacted into law, because these countries 
desire to know in advance how the funds 
will be used after they get into our pos
session. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Louisiana yield again 
tome? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time available to the Senator from Loui
siana has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for 
1 minute on the bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, now 
I yield again to the Senator from Flor
ida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Then is it not true that the Congress 
has done in the one case what it did in 
the other, namely, laid down general 
guidelines and then authorized the 
agency to proceed thereunder? 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres

ident, if there would be no chance to 
proceed with the program unless the 
other countries knew in advance on what 
terms and conditions the nioney would 
be used, that would mean that we could 
proceed only with their permission. 

At this time, Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER] 
the remainder of the time under my 
control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, as has 
just been stated, this arrangement would 
not be an exchange at all. Instead, the 
so-called put and take would result in 
our doing the putting and their doing 
the taking. 

Mr. President, I am a little wearied by 
all the talk about what the United 
States has to cio for these countries. As 
a matter of fact, Secretary Benson, him
self, has said the law should be extended 
for only 1 year at a time. 

Certainly, American agriculture would 
not be helped by means of this proposal, 
if it were put into effect, because every 
time the surplus is reduced, the parity 
price is encouraged to rise, and in that 
way a new surplus is developed. 

This program is really destroying the 
trade of the United States with the 
countries friendly to it. 

As a matter of fact, the talk of "trade 
follows aid" is silly, for the truth is that 
foreign aid has not helped American 
trade anywhere on earth. 

United States trade with the rest of 
the world at large can be divided roughly 
into four equal areas, in terms of the vol
ume of trade: Canada, Latin America, 
Western Europe, and the rest of the 
world. 

By this means, we would injure tre
mendously our friend and good neighbor, 
Canada. There is no question about 
that, because wheat is Canada's greatest 
export. 

Do Senators realize that our trade 
with Canada is worth all the trade we 
have with 10 Latin American countries? 
Yet we give no aid to Canada, and we 
give very little aid to South America. 

Similarly, our trade with Canada is 
worth as much as all the trade we have 
with 20 of the countries of Western Eu
rope or the entire amount of trade we 
have with Asia. 

Mr. President, legislation of this sort 
will destroy our natural trading area. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
available on the pending amendment has 
expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. CASE]. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered; and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, at this time I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum has been suggested, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proQeeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The pend
ing question is on agreeing to the 
amendment which has been submitted 
by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
CASE], is it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. And the 
yeas and nays have been ordered on this 
question, have they not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment which has been submitted 
by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
CAsE]. All time available on the amend
ment under the unanimous-consent 
agreement has expired. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
ScoTT], and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. TALMADGE] are absent on official 
business. 

I further announce that if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. JACKSON], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. ScoTT] would each vote 
"nay". 

On this vote, tpe Senator from Oregon 
is paired with the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. TALMADGE]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Oregon would vote 
"nay" and the Senator from Georgia 
would vote "yea." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
absent because of death in his family. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BuTLER] and the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is absent on official business. 

The Senators from New York [Mr. 
IvEs and Mr. JAVITS] are detained on of
ficial business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER] the Sena
tor from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERs] and 
the Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS] 
would each vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 25, 
nays 58, as follows: 

YEAS-25 
Barrett Goldwater O'Mahoney 
Bible· Hoblitzell Potter 
Bridges Jenner Revercomb 
C'arlson Know land Russell 
Case, S. Dak. Langer Saltonstall 
Cotton Long Schoeppel 
Curtis Malone Williams 
Dworshak Martin, Pa. 
Frear Mundt 

NAYS-58 
Aiken Green Murray 
All ott Hayden Neuberger 
Anderson Hickenlooper Pastore 
Beall Hill Payne 
Bricker Holland Proxmtre 
Bush Hruska Purtell 
Byrd Humphrey Robertson 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Smathers 
Carroll Johnston, S.C. Smith, Maine 
Case, N.J. Kefauver Smith, N.J. 
Church Kerr Sparkman 
Clark Kuchel Stennis 
Cooper Lausche Symington 
Dirksen · Magnuson Thurmond 
Douglas Mansfield Thye 
Eastland Martin, Iowa Watkins 
Ellender McClellan Yarborough 
Ervin McNamara Young 
Fulbright Monroney 
Gore Morton 

NOT VOTING-13 
Bennett Ives Scott 
Butler Jackson Talmadge 
Chavez Javits Wiley 
Flanders Kennedy 
Hennings Morse 

So the amendment of Mr. CASE of 
South Dakota was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Presi
dent, I send to the desk an amendment 
and ask that it be stated. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment for the 
information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 
3, following line 2, it is proposed to in
sert a new section as follows: 

SECTION 5. Section 206 (a) of the Agricul
tural Act of 1956 is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end thereof a semi
colon and the following: "buji no strategic 
or critical material shall be acquired by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation as a result 
of such barter or exchange except for such 
national stockpile, for such supplemental 
stockpile, for foreign economic or military 
aid or assistance programs, or for offshore 
construction programs." 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 
The Senator has 15 minutes. How much 
time does the Senator yield himself? 

Mr. MARTIN of. Iowa. Mr. President, 
I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
may we have order? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let 
there be order in the Chamber. Sena.;. 
tors will take their seats. 

The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President, 

the amendment I have offered has for 
its purpose bringing the Agricultural 
Act of 1956 into line with the act of 
1954 on the matter of the purposes for 
which strategic and critical materials 
are acquired. I have taken the provi
sions out of the act of 1954 and written 
them into the amendment, to apply them 
to the act of 1956. 

so far as I know, there is no objection 
from those to whom I have talked. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, there 
is no objection to the amendment. It is 
simply a restatement of the law as 
passed in 1954. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Iowa yield? · 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I desire to com

mend the Senator from Iowa, who has a 
great record in both the House of Repre
sentatives and the Senate as the father 
of the stockpile program in the postwar 
period. 

What the amendment really seeks to 
do is to nail down what the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry has already told the 
Senate, and that is to make certain that 
lead, zinc, manganese, tungsten and 
other metals brought into the country 
under this legislation will not come 
into competition in the open mar
ket with minerals which are in sur
plus at the present time. Ali the amend
ment provides is a protection for the 
minerals which are in surplus and the 
mines and mills which are located in de
pressed areas. -
- Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. The. Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the Sena.,. 
tor is doing a service for the country. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. The purpose 
of the amendment is to enable the min
ing and agricultural industries to go · 
along hand in hand. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, ·I am 
ready to yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Iowa yield back his time? . 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I yield back 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Iowa. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment 3-19-58-D to S. 3420 
and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment for the 
information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
bill it is proposed to insert the following! 

Section 107 of Public Law 480 is hereby 
amended by adding the following: "or (3) 
any nation which has indicated directly or 
indirectly that it will support . the Soviet 
Union, the Communist government in China, 
or any other Communist government, in 
event of hostilities between such government . 
and the United States." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana is recognized for 
15 minutes. How much time does the 
Senator yield himself? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? · 

Mr. JENNER. I yield a half minute 
to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I have an amendment at 
the desk. The chairman and the rank
ing minority member, as well as several 
other members of the committee, have 
agreed to the amendment. It is a clari
fying amendment. I do not believe 
there will be any debate on it. I ask 
that the amendment be stated. 

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from South Carolina ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
be considered prior to the amendment 
which is the pending question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
·Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment I have proposed be 
considered at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from South Carolina? The Chair hears 
none, and. it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will-state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. May we have a 
brief statement as to what the amend
ment clarifies? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask that the amend
ment be stated. I think the amend
ment speaks for itself. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Befor0 
asking the clerk to state the amend
ment, the Chair will say the time will 
not be charged to the time of the Sen
ator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER] . . 

Mr. JENNER. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will state the amendment for the 
information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5, 
line 3, it is proposed to insert after the 
comma the words "and products manu
factured from upland or long-staple cot
ton shall be made available for sale pur
suant to the provision of title I of the 
act as long as cotton is in surplus 
supply." 

On page 5, line 5, strike out the word 
"its" and insert in lieu thereof the word 
"their." 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Senators will note, on page 5, line 3, 
where the language is proposed to be in
serted, that it will do nothing but carry 
out the present law which is on the stat
ute books. Public Law 480 at the pres
ent' time reads as follows: · 

As used in this act, "surplus agricultural 
commodity" shall mean · any agricultural 
commodity or product· thereof class, kind, 
type, or other specification thereof. 

What I am offering is nothing but a 
clarifying amendment, which permits 
what we are doing to be clearly seen. 
_ The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The · PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER] is 
recognized. The Senator from Indiana 
has 15 minutes. How much time does 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been requested. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I regret 

to have to even suggest an amendment 
such as this, because when I went to 
good legal authorities and told them 
what I had in mind, they said, "You do 
not mean to tell us, Senator JENNER, that 
under Public Law 480 your Government 
is &hipping grain and fiber to Commu
nist Poland and Yugoslavia." And I 
said, "Yes, they are." 

In the first 7 months of the fis.pal year 
1958 one-third of the wheat and fiour 
that was shipped out of this country 
under Public Law 480 was shipped to 
Poland and Yugoslavia. In the same 
period of time, the first 7 months of fiscal 
year 1958, three-fourths of the cotton 
shipped under this law was shipped to 
Poland and Yugoslavia. -

We have heard a great deal of talk 
about recession and depression, and un
employed men. I do not believe the Sen
ate wants to go on record today as dip
ping down into the pockets of the tax
payers of the country to subsidize this 
sale-it is called a sale, but it· is a gift
to Poland and Yugoslavia, with the result 
that the housewife in America must pay 
more for food when her husband is un
employed than the Communists in Po
land or Yugoslavia have to pay. I do not 
believe any sensible group of men would 
do such a thing. 

Why is this amendment necessary? 
When I mentioned the subject to the 
great legal authority to whom I have 
referred, he said, "Have you read section 
304 of the present law?" It reads -as 
follows: 

The President shall exercise the authority 
contained herein (1) to assist friendly na
tions to be independent of ,trade with the 
U. S. S. R. or nations dominated or con
trolled by the U. S. S. R., for food, raw ma
terials and markets, and (2) to assure that 
agricultural commodities sold or transferred 
hereunder do not result in increased avail
ability of those, or like commodities, to un
friendly nations. 

I ask Senators, as this great legal 
authority asked me: How in the world 
can our Government ship to Poland and 
Yugoslavia under the present law? All 
my amendment would do would be to try 
to tighten up the law, so that those in the 
executive department of the Government 
would know that the Senate means what 
it says and says what 'it means. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JENNER. I yield. 
Mr. BRIDGES. I compliment the dis

tinguished Senator from Indiana. He 
is a patriot in every sense of the word, 
and he knows whereof he speaks. 

For the life of me I cannot under
stand how anyone can interpret the lan
guage to which the Senator refers in 
the manner described. Of course it 
means what it says. The question is, 
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Why should we be building up Commu
nist governments so that they can fur
ther entrench themselves in power and 
still further oppress the citizens of those 
countries? The do-gooders and the soft
headed individuals in this country who 
are promoting that idea will some day 
have to answer for it, and answer sharply, 

Mr. JENNER. The great international 
thinkers refer to me as an isolationist, 
as an ignoramus, as narrowminded, and 
so forth. I do not mind that. But here 
is a law which our officials will not en
force. . Therefore we must tighten the 
language, 

I have read section 304. Listen to sec
tion 107, which my amendment would 
amend: 

SEc. 107. As used in this act, "friendly 
nation" means any country other than (1) 
the U. S. S. R. or (2) any nation or area 
dominated or controlled by the foreign gov
ernment or foreign organization controlling 
the world Communist movement. 

Is anyone so naive as to believe that 
the Communists do not control Poland, 
if not Yugoslavia? 

It is a shame to talk about "friendly 
nations." We cannot even get a friendly 
word from those people. Only recently 
Tito critiCized · the Government of the 
United States in connection with the 
summit proposal, saying that Russia 
was exactly right, and that the United 
States Government was doing nothing 
but shilly-shallying. 

What are we trying to do by such leg
islation as this? We are not helping the 
American farmer. We are not helping 
American industry. We are not helping 
the country: We are wrecking it. I 
want Senators to act with their eyes 
wide open. 

Senators should know, if they do not, 
that one-fourth of the export trade of 
our country goes to one country; namely, 
Canada. She has only 17 million people. 
We do not give Canada any deals or aid 
such as this. 

The next great bulk of our trade goes 
to Latin America and South America. 
There are only 170 million people there. 
How much aid and how many gifts have 
we given to Latin America and South 
America? Very little. 

What we are trying to do is to destroy 
our natural trade outlets. How do Sen
ators suppose our greatest customer, who 
takes one-fourth of our exports, is going 
to live if we take away from her the 
main crop which sustains her economy 
by dumping our wheat on the world mar
ket and destroying the market for Cana
dian wheat? Are we going to subsidize 
Canada after we have destroyed her mar
);{ets? Are we willing to trade Canada 
and South America and Latin America 
for ·~he countries into which we have 
poured billions of dollars, and the billion 
and a half people in the rest of the 
world? 

We talk about trade, not aid. This is 
becoming an international blackmail 
game. It is called put and take. How
ever, under this silly law we put and 
the . other nations take. Then we have 
an agreement, as the distinguished Sen
ator from Louisiana explained, whereby 
they put back their soft currencies, and 
we get nothing for them. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
CASE] offered an amendment to try to 
limit the program so that it could be re
viewed each year. The bill would extend 
the law for the rest of fiscal year 1958, 
fiscal year 1959, and fiscal year 1960. 
There is no one within the sound of my 
voice who knows what condition this 
country will be in 2% fiscal years from 
now. It may be that we shall have to 
take the debt ceiling off. Perhaps there 
will be wild inflation. Perhaps we shall 
be bankrupt. 

Yet, it is said, "If we do not live up to 
these commitments, other countries will 
not like it." I do not know how crazy a 
group of men can become. 

All my amendment does is to say to 
those in charge of the program, ''If you 
are to use the taxpayers' money to de
stroy natural trade outlets in Canada and 
South America, if you propose to sub
sidize Poland and Yugoslavia, so that the 
housewife in Poland or Yugoslavia can 
buy food cheaper than can the American 
housewife, whose husband is unemployed, 
we propose to prevent it." 

We all seem to be concerned about un
employment. I hope this amendment 
will tighten the law. It should not eveh 
be necessary to offer it, because section 
304 of the present law should amply ex
plain to the bureaucrats downtown what 
we want to do. I hope they can read this 
language and understand it. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JENNER. I yield. 
· Mr. BRIDGES. In applying certain 

principles or standards we should bear 
in mind the fact that Poland has voted 
against United States interests in the 
United Nations to a greater extent than 
has Russia. That is a very interesting 
commentary on whether or not Poland is 
communistic. It will be very interesting 
to see how the Congress performs in this 
connection. I should like to see a record 
vote. 

Mr. JENNER. There will be a record 
vote. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Our action may come 
back and hit us in the face. 

Mr. JENNER. I think our distin
guished minority leader [Mr. KNow
LAND] brought out the fact that Poland 
increased her defense expenditures last 
year in direct proportion to· the money 
she received from America. 

Are we against communism, or .are we 
not? We are willing to spend $40 billion 
a year, supposedly to fight communism; 
and yet by this very law, with the com
mitment in perpetuity of $3% billion, we 
are aiding, abetting, and fattening com
munism, so that Poland and Yugoslavia 
can relieve the drain on their economic 
system in ·regard to food and fiber, in 
order that they may increase their de
fense expenditures. Do Senators suppose 
that that is for our benefit? 

Mr. President, that is all I have to say. 
I yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
cannot but express surprise· at the at
titude taken by some of my good friends 
across the aisle. 

This question was discussed on many 
occasions in the Senate. In section 107 

we defined· what "friendly na~ion" means. 
It means-

Any country other than (1) the U.S.S.R. 
or (2) any nation or area dominated or con
trolled by the foreign government or foreign 
organization controlling the world Commu
nist movement. 

I am sure that many Senators will re
member that the Secretary of Agricul
ture proposed that we amend the law so 
that we could trade some of our agricul
tural products with countries behind the 
Iron Curtain. The law, as contained in 
section 107 of the act, so provided. 

Under section 304 it is provided: 
The President shall exercise the authority 

contained herein-

Which I have just read-
( 1) to assist friendly nations to be inde
pendent of trade with the U. S. S. R. or na
tions dominated or controlled by the U. s. 
S. R. for food, raw materials, and markets, 
and (2) to assure that agricultural com
modities sold or transferred hereunder do 
not result in increased availability of those 
or like commodities to unfriendly nations. 

That language was placed in the act 
last year in order to give the President 
of the United States the authority and 
right to sell products or dispose of prod
ucts to countries which could, it is be
lieved, be broken out of the Soviet orbit. 
Why was it done? It was done because 
information came to us that such coun
tries could be won over. 

For example, I have just returned from 
Poland. I visited the country for over a 
week. I went all over the country. 
There is no question but that the Govern
ment of Poland is communistic. There 
is no doubt about it. However, I venture 
to say that the people there are against 
communism. 

The second provision I have just read 
was adopted by the' Senate and it is now 
the law. It gives the President the au
thority to determine the extent to which 
he can go in the sale of the commodities 
in the hope of winning over countries 
that may be now attached to Russia but 
which may be won over from Russia. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. AIKEN. Would the Senator from 
Louisiana interpret the amendment as 
meaning that if any country now within 
the Communist orbit should attempt to 
break away from a Communist group, it 
could never expect any help from 
America? 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is the way I 
interpret it. 

Mr. AIKEN. Would it not be an iron
clad guaranty to Russian that we would 
never help any of her satellites achieve 
freedom? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor
rect. I thought the subject matter had 
been discussed thoroughly on the Senate 
:floor when we adopted the proposal de
signed to give the President authority, 
through the Department of Agriculture 
and Department of State, to attempt, 
through these transactions, to wean the 
people of the so-called satellite coun
tries away from the control of the Soviet 
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Union. The amendment we adopted is 
very plain. It says: 

The President shall exercise the authority 
contained herein ( 1) to assist friendly na
tions to be independent of trade with the 
U.S.S.R. 

That is exactly what we are trying to 
do now. I am of the opinion that the 
agreement we entered into with Poland 
will have that effect in the long run. It 
is true that Poland's government is 
communistic. There is no doubt about 
it. However let us not lose sight of the 
fact that most of the people are over
whelmingly anti-Communist; we must 
remember that in Poland over 90 per
cent of the tillable land is still in the 
hands of individuals. 

Mr. AIKEN. Did not the Senator no
tice that, according to articles in the 
neswpapers the other day, Poland is giv
ing a substantial portion of state-owned 
land to the people? 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is because we 
are making progress in our effort to 
wean Poland and other Iron Curtain 
countries away from Russia. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is a direct result 
of the assistance which the United States 
gives Poland. Is that not correct? 

Mr. ELLENDER. There is no doubt 
about it. 

Mr. AIKEN. Can we afford to serve 
notice on the people of Poland that we 
are condemning them forever to remain 
under Communist domination, and that 
no matter how much they desire liberty, 
they cannot expect any help from the 
United States? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am very much 
surprised and disappointed in the lack 
of confidence which some of the Mem
bers of the Senate on the other Side of 
the aisle seem to show in the leader of 
their owh party and a State Department 
whose policymakers are members of the 
same political party as the Chief Execu
tive. 

Mr. JENNER and Mr. HUMPHREY 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield? If so, to whom does 
he yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield first to the 
.Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say it is 
a pleasure to again be on the same side 
of an issue with my good friend, the 
Senator from Vermont. I believe he has 
put his finger on the question, namely, 
that by adopting an amendment which 
is interpreted as this one is, we would 
be serving notice, first, on the Russians, 
that they may do just as they want 
to do and that we will not interfere in 
the satellite nations; secondly, we would 
serve notice upon the people in the 
satellite nations who have had the cour
age to struggle away from some of the 
iron grip upon them, that they will get 
no help from the United States. 

In the instance of Poland we should 
face the fact that this is a calculated 
risk. If my friends on the other side 
of the aisle want sure bets, then they 
are in the wrong party, first of all, and, 
in the second place, they are on . the 
wrong side of the issue. 

However, it seems to me that the 
cardinal of the Catholic Church in Po-

land believes that it is fit and proper 
that the United States make some effort 
to help the people of Poland throw off 
from their back the terrible yoke of 
Communist tyranny. 

This involves food for hungry people. 
This involves food to break up collective 
farms. This is food to assist Poland to 
have at least a little living space. 

Finally, I conclude by saying that I 
am getting a little weary, as a member 
of the Democratic Party, of continuously 
having to stand here in the Senate and 
take the heat for defending the admin
istration in some of the more worthy 
aspects of its foreign policy. I know 
that the amendment can be interpreted 
that a vote against it is a vote for com
munism. Well, in that case, let me say 
that I am joining the side of the Pope 
and the cardinal of Poland. If Senators 
on the other side of the aisle want to 
stand up to the people of Poland and 
tell them that they will not give them 
assistance, let them take it up with the 
great spiritual leaders who have ap
pealed for this assistance. Let them 
take it up with the great patriots who are 
appealing for this assistance. I com
mend the President and the Secretary 
of State and the Secretary of Agriculture 
in this instance. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, · will 
the Senator from Louisiana yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. BRIDGES. I have watched the 

distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
on many occasions. · I have just heard 
him say that he is wearing himself out 
defending the President. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; I did not say 
that. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I have never in my 
experience of listening to the Senator on 
many occasions heard the Senator strain 
himself in defending the President or 
anyone associated with him. I am glad 
to know that he has done it this time. I 
merely wish to say that if it were a ques
tion of helping the people of Poland I 
would be glad to do so. However, I am 
opposed .to helping the Communist Gov
ernment of Poland entrench itself more 
and more and grind the people down. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say to my 
good friend from New Hampshire that 
when the President and his Secretary of 
State have advanced proposals such as 
that for the peaceful use of atomic en
ergy, the mutual-security program, and 
some of the other foreign-aid proposals, 
I have supported them. I regret that the 
leadership of the opposition party has 
not in all instances been able to do so. 

I regret that in this instance, when the 
considered judgment of the statesmen of 
the Free World, not merely those of 
America, but also of Great Britain, 
France, Italy, the Netherlands, and Den
mark-our NATO Allies-is that the pro
posal relating to Poland is sound, the 
distinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire sets himself up as a specialist of 
one to say that we will have nothing to 
.do with Poland. 

I do not wish to make this a matter of 
the Senator's personal judgment against 
mine. I simply say that if the Senator 
from New Hampshire has a better way 
to help the people of Poland secure the 
food which they desperately need, I wish 
he would suggest it. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
. Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. S~MINGTON. Mr. President, 
this is a serious problem, the one 
brought up by this amendffient. My 
remarks on it have nothing to do with 
any partisanship. 

When I was on the other side of Gov
ernment, there was always the problem 
as to whethei· or not to give assistance 
to countries which either were neutral 
or seemed to lean toward the Kremlin. 
· I was always honestly worried when 
such assistance was given, although al
most invariably for it. Sometimes it 
worked out wrong. However, I feel cer
tain that the people who are now oper
ating the Government are honorable, 
and, in the last analysis, they have the 
responsibility for making administra
tive decisions. 

I do not see how, if the President of 
the United States beli.eves sincerely-and 
I am certain he would not advocate this 
particular assistance if he did not be
lieve in it sincerely-that I, as a Mem
ber of the Senate, could at this time 
yote against his request to give the aid 
which he now justifies on the ground 
it is in the interest of the security of 
the United States. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

-Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Pres
ident, I rise with some diffidence, be
cause I know that ' many Senators, by 
reason of their committee work, are far 
more familiar with this subject than I 
am. 

I certainly do not want to leave the 
impression that there is any lack of sup
port on this side of the aisle for the 
program which the President and the 
Secretary of Agriculture are advocat
ing in this matter. As the Senator from 
Missouri has said, these are not easy 
matters to decide. 

Mr. JENNER. The Secretary of Ag
riculture is not supporting the bill for 
more than 1 year. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. The Sec
retary of Agriculture. states that the ad
ministration ·supports this measure. I 
support it, as I am sure the greater ma
jority of Senators on both sides of the 
aisle do. 

This is not an easy question to decide. 
Every time we aid countries behind the 
Iron Curtain there is some danger that 
we may, in a way, be strengthening the 
hold of the Communists upon those 
countries. Still, as the Senator from . 
Vermont has, in his very simple but elo
quent way pointed out, there is also the 
necessity of making it possible for those 
countries and their people to have some 
hope that eventually they may be able 
to loosen themselves and come out from 
under. 
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I, for one, shall support the proposal 

to give the President of the United 
States a chance to use his discretion. 
Only he can use · it, because only he 
knows the details and the facts in any 
particular situation to o:fier this kind of 
help which, in my judgment, is urgently 

~ needed. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
have 1 minute left. I yield it to the 
Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, it seems to 
me that support of the bill and opposi
tion to the amendment are entirely in 
accord with the principles of the Re
publican platform as adopted in 1956. I 
say this specifically in answer to my 
friend from Minnesota. I believe sin
cerely that the self-determination of 
peoples is a cardinal plank in the foreign 
policy of the United States, and it should 
remain there. I take it that the ad
ministration of this act is in accordance 
with that policy. 

I do not believe, with all respect to the 
patriotism and good judgment of my 
friend, the sponsor of the amendment, 
that the amendment will improve the 
situation one bit. I think, on the con
trary, that the adoption of the amend
ment at this time might have a very un
fortunate e:fiect upon friends and allies 
iii the NATO alliance, and perhaps else
where. For that reason, I believe the 
amendment should be rejected. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the able Senator from 

.Arkansas. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 

join in what the Senator from Connecti
cut and other Senators have said. I 
think it would be a great mistake to at
tach an amendment of this kind to the 
bill. This particular policy is certainly a 
bipartisan, or nonpartisan, policy. The 
administrations of both parties have felt 
that measures of this kind were in the 
interest of the United States. That is, 
of course, the reason for them. They 
can be played with, and emotions can be 
aroused. 

It is quite arguable, of course, that this 
would be a beneficial amendment. But 
I think, with all deference to the distin
guished Senator from Indiana, that it 
would be very dangerous indeed to at
tach the amendment to the bill. I hope 
the Senate will reject it. I know the 
Senator from Indiana feels very strongly 
about it. 
· Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana has 5 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. JENNER. I think the record 
should be clarified. Secretary Benson is 
not in favor of the bill. He wanted it 
limited to 1 year at a time. He so said 
and testified, and that is in the report. 
Ask him. 

To correct the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BusH], I do not 
think the Republican Party ever had 
anything in its platform which stated 
that it would be willing to use the tax-

. payers' money to aid, abet, support, and 
feed Communists. 

Let us not be naive about Tito. Tito 
has already publicly announced that in 

case of war he would march at the side 
of the Russians. 

I should not like to have the Senate 
reject an amendment of this kind, be
cause I doubt that most Senators have 
read it. I shall read it again: 

Section 107 of Public Law 480 is hereby 
amended by adding the following: "or (3) 
any nation which has indicated directly or 
indirectly that it wm support the Soviet 
Union, the Communist government of China, 
or any other Communist government, in 
event of hostilities between such government 
and the United States." 

In my opinion that is clear; it is plain. 
That is what we are trying to do. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD an article entitled " 'Trade Fol
lows Aid' Sadly Untrue Slogan," written 
by Michael Padev, and published in the 
Indianapolis Star of March 19, 1958. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
"'.I'RADE FOLLOWS AID" SADLY UNTRUE SLOGAN 

(By Michael Padev) 
Foreign aid supporters often argue that 

overseas grants by the United States Gov
ernment help American trade with foreign 
countries. "Trade follows aid" now has be
come a familiar and even a popular slogan. 
Yet, as with so many other things concern
ing our foreign-aid program, this slogan is 
based on a myth. The truth is that foreign 
aid has not helped American trade anywhere 
on earth. United States trade with the 
world at large can be divided, roughly, into 
four equal areas in terms of volume of 
trade: Canada, Latin America, Western 
Europe, and the rest of the world. In other 
words 17 million Canadians buy as many 
United States goods as 170 m111ion Latin 
Americans or 330 million western Europeans 
or 1,500,000,000 people in the rest of the 
world. The United States has given no aid 
to Canada whatever, comparatively little aid 
to Latin America but very generous aid to 
both Western Europe and the rest of the 
world. In terms of American foreign trade 
every Canadian (no aid) is worth 10 Latin 
Americans (little aid), or 20 western Euro
peans (very generous aid), or 100 inhabi
tants of the rest of the world (most gen
erous aid). Clearly trade does not follow 
aid. The two things are completely un
related to each other. 

Far from helping our overseas trade United 
States foreign-aid spending often has dam
aged it. It has also considerably harmed 
America's economic and political interests. 
A good example of the latter is provided by 
Canada, our best and most dependable cus
tomer as well as our moot important' ally. 
The Canadian Government has protested 
several times to Washington against the dis
posal of United States wheat surpluses 
abroad. The Canadians are too polite to call 
this disposal pollcy by its proper name-it is 
foreign aid in food supplles. 

BEEN VERY GENEROUS 

Uncle Sam has been very generous in this 
sort o! aid during the last few years. Enor
mous quantities of t'ood supplies, largely 
wheat, have been sent as gifts to most Asian 
countries, including neutral India, as well as 
to most states in Europe, including Commu
nist Yugoslavia and Poland. But Canada is 
one of the world's largest producers of wheat. 
Canada's prosperity depends on her wheat 
exports and her wheat exports depend oil the 
demand !or wheat in overseas markets. 

If foreign nations which need wheat could 
get it free through the United States foreign
aid program they would obviously not think 

of buying it !rom Canada or any other wheat· 
exporting country. Thus American foreign 
aid in wheat and food supplies has inflicted 
severe damages to Canada's export trade and 
to Canada's economy. 

But Canada's economy is very closely linked 
with United States economy. A crisis in 
Canada would have immediate and serious 
effects in the United States. Our annual 
exports to Canada exceed $3,500,000,000. This 
represents nearly one-fourth of our total 
exports-to the whole world. Moreover, the 
Canadians pay cash for what they buy in 
the United State6, and the Canadian dollar 
is just as good an international currency as 
the American dollar. In short, our best in
terests are at stake in Canada's economic 
development. Yet, by dumping American 
foreign-aid food supplies abroad, United 
States foreign-aid planners do considerable 
damage to Canada's ex]:)ort trade. 

If this foreign-aid food policy continues, 
our trade with Canada is bound to suffer, too. 
This, in its turn, will hit--and hit hard
American industry, American agriculture, 
and American business, all engaged now in 
the very profitable Canadian export trade. 
Indiana will suffer particularly badly, as the 
Midwest States are engaged in canadian 
trade more than any other part in the United 
States or of the world. The Great Lakes 
area, extending over both United States and 
Canadian territory, is, in fact, a closely de
pendent economic unit. By harming United 

.States-Canadian trade and the Canadian 
economy United States foreign-aid planners 
harm also Indiana's economy. 

How crazy can people in Washington get? 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I re
mind the Senate that yesterday I called 
attention to the fact that in 7 months 
of the fiscal year 1958 our Government 
shipped out $160 million worth of sur
plus wheat and flour, and that more than 
a third of that went to Poland and Yugo
slavia. 

In the same few months, we gave away, 
or lent for 30 or 40 years, $45 million 
worth of cotton. Three-fourths of that 
cotton went to Poland and Yugoslavia. 
Now we say we want to feed hungry peo
ple. There is nothing in the amend
ment about the need to feed hungry peo
ple. It is planned that we will spend 
$40 billion this year. But when the 
Communist nations take the food we 
send them, and then, in direct propor
tion, increase their defense expenditures 
while we are bankrupting ourselves al
most daily to fight communism, I think 
it is about time we stopped helping them, 
directly or indirectly. 

Who is to say that the people of Com
munist Poland and Communist Yugo
slavia are getting the benefit of the food 
and fiber we are shipping to them? 

What do we know about it? We use 
the local currency paid for our products 
to finance the industries of the country 
getting our farm products, ·or we make 
grants to their schools and colleges. 
That is provided in the bill. 

Or we work out travel arrangements 
for their farm leaders and labor leaders, 
while our own people visit the satellites, 
to be brainwashed by all the well-known 
social and intellectual lures. 

Even. while we in the Senate were de
. bating more giveaways to Tito, Poland, 
India, and the rest, Tito was denouncing 
the United States in his best vituperative 

· style. Tito said that the Kremlin's pro
posals about how to conduct a summit 
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meeting are "constructive and accept
able." He said the West was shilly
shallying. 

Mr. President, do we want to feed them 
forever? Under this proposal we would 
do it for another 2% years, to the tune 
of $3,500,000,000, if the Government of 
the United States so desired. 

The correspondent for the Christian 
Science Monitor, which hardly is an iso
lationist publication, stated: 

His [Tito's] position today, in fact, is at 
odds with the West on all its most vital 
positions. 

Mr. President, Tito is cuddling up to 
Moscow on all issues of foreign policy. 
That has always been his position, and 
it will continue to be. 

Tito is the foremost catspaw for the 
Soviet policy of always working through 
catspaws-doing the utmost damage to 
the free nations, without spilling one 
drop of Russian blood. 

Mr. President, I wish I could agree 
with Tito that the Western nations are 
opposed to a summit conference. We 
know that a new summit meeting would 
be nothing but a trap for better Com
munist propaganda against the free na
tions. We know that the insistent de
mands in England, France, and the 
United States for a summit meeting are 
only Soviet propaganda, manipulated 
from Moscow. ' 

Let Senators remember that the 
United States has already given vast 
amounts of money to England, France, 
and the other nations of Europe. 

Mr. President, I do not care in the 
least what Tito thinks about anything. 
We should deal with the Soviet mon
key, which uses the little nations on its 
borders as catspaws. 

But I am concerned that responsible 
American citizens are so blind, so be
wildered, or so venal, that they will pre
tend that Tito is some new kind of anti
Communist. I am shocked that they will 
vote to give away the hard-earned prod
ucts of work on our farms and in our 
factories, in blind or stupid or venal at
tempts to win the favor of the little 
bandit Tito, who obeys, in every move, 
the orders of the top Communist gang
ster, Khrushchev. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
available on the amendment of the Sen- . 
ator from Indiana has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, to the 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana, 
I submit an amendment which I send 
to the desk and ask to have it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In lieu of the 
Jenner amendment, it is proposed that 
the following be inserted: 

Section 107 of Public Law 480 is hereby 
amended by adding the following: "or (3) 
any nation which has not assured the Presi
dent directly or indirectly it will not support 
the Soviet Union, the Communist govern
ment of China, or any other Communist 
government, in event of host111ties between 
such government and the United States." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the order, the Senator from New Hamp
shire is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, this 
amendment to the amendment of the 
Senator from Indiana is in line with a 
public law passed during the 85th Con
gress, namely, an act entitled "To Amend 
Further the Mutual Security Act of 
1954"; and it is based on, and is along 
the same line as the act by which we 
have given assistance to Yugoslavia. 
This amendment uses the same language 
as that used by Congress in that act, 
which reads in part, as follows: 

In furnishing assistance to Yugoslavia, the 
President shall continuously assure himself 
(1) that Yugoslavia continues to maintain its 
independence, (2) that Yugoslavia is not 
participating in any policy or program for 
the Communist conquest of the world, and 
(3) that the furnishing of such assistance is 
in the interest of the national security of 
the United States. TJ;le President shall keep 
the Foreign Relations Committee and the 
Appropriations Committee of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
fully and constantly informed of any as
sistance furnished to Yugoslavia under this 
act. 

In other words, my amendment does 
exactly what the Jenner amendment 
does, except it approaches the matter in 
a more positive way. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield 
to me? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield for a question. 
·Mr . . O'MAHONEY. I should like to 

ask the Senator from New Hampshire a 
question: Is the amendment which he 
-has suggested to the Jenner amendment 
taken from the Mutual Security Act of 
1954? 

Mr. BRIDGES. What I just read 
came from the act, as amended; yes. 
. Mr. O'MAHONEY. Then that is the 
amendment which I submitted at the 
time when that measure was under con-

. sideration by the Senate. That amend
ment made it necessary for the 
President to make a finding that the 
government of Yugoslavia was not part 
of the Communist conspiracy to take 
over the world and to report to that 
effect to Congress. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Am I correct? 
Mr. BRIDGES. That is right. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Is it not a fact 

that the State Department and the Gov
ernment of the United States, through 
the President, last year recommended 
the modiflcation of that amendment, 
and no longer that it is as binding as it . 
was? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Oh, no; it is still the 
law. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Senator 
from New Hampshire be kind enough 
to call for a copy of the act as it now 
stands, in order to see whether I am 
mistaken in my assumption? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I think the Senator 
from Wyoming is mistaken, and I shall 
call for a copy of the act. 

In the meantime, let me say that I 
have said, both in this Chamber and 
around the country, that when Russia 
brutally gave Hungary her blood bath 
of suppression, and w~en tears were 

shed by people all over our own great 
Nation, as well as the rest of the world 
concerning the fate of Hungary and the 
fate of the Hungarian people, and when 
tears were shed by Senators about the 
fate of Hungary and the Hungarian 
people, we know what the "virtuous" 
Communist government of Poland did. 
In the United Nations, it voted against 
the resolution condemning Russia for its 
brutal enslavement of the people of 
Hungary in the same roughshod way the 
people of Poland had been made pris
oner. Under those circumstances, how 
can we vote to continue a policy alin
ing the United States of America with 
such a country? 

Let us look some more at the dis
mal record of the Communist-ridden 
governments of Poland and Yugoslavia, 
as well for that matter, both are on rec
ord as favoring the admission of Com
munist China to the United Nations and 
as favoring the recognition of Com
munist China. Yet Members of this 
body which voted unanimously against 
such recognition vote continued aid for 
Communist governments which did. 

Time after time the policy enunciated 
and the action taken by Poland and Yu
goslavia have been contrary to the 
a vowed policy of the Congress of the 
United States and the spirit of the laws 
of the United States and the expressed 
wishes of what I believe to be a majority 
of the American people. 
EUROPEAN NATIONS RECOGNIZED COMMUNIST 

CHINA AND URGED UNITED NATIONS RECOG
NITION 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the -
Senator from New Hampshire yield to 
me? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. What European na

tion first recognized Communist China, 
and subsequently urged the admission of 
Communist China to the United Na
tions? Was it England? 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 
Mr. MALONE. Practically all of the 

nations of Europe have recognized Com
munist China and the admission of 
Communist China to the United Nations 
have they not? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Perhaps not all of 
them, but certainly most of them have. 

Mr. MALONE. Yes, of course. 
Is it not a fact that throughout the 

Korean war, anything shipped by the 
United States to the European nations 
was soon available to Communist China 
and then of course to Russia? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I have heard that 
stated, but I do not know that it is a 
fact. 

Mr. MALONE. We have investigated 
that matter and most of such material 
was available to the Communist area 
directly or indirectly. 

Under those circumstances, if we 
ship--as is now intended-goods and 
funds, including our atomic secrets, to 
European countries, is it not to be pre
sumed that those secrets will soon be in 
the hands of Russia and Communist 

. China? If we have any secrets left. If 
we give our atomic secrets to European 
nations, how long does the Senator from 
New Hampshire believe it will be before 
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Russia and Communist China will have 
possession of those secrets? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Let me say that I am 
quite suspicious that such would be the 
result. 

Mr. MALONE. I believe we are fully 
justified in being suspicious. When Rus
sia beat us to the punch in sending a 
satellite around the world, it should not 
have been so surprising, since Russia 
then had all of our information plus their 
own discoveries, did she not? 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 
Mr. President, I have always -favored 

the principle of foreign aid, and in the 
past I have not hesitated to support it. 
But I have understood that it was mutual 
aid for the purpose of mutual security, 
and that mutual security meant helping 
the nations which were willing to help 
themselves and which were friendly with 
the United States and allied with us in 
the general objectives which we and the 
rest of the Free World have. 

How we can reconcile that with giving 
help to the Communist nations, which 
have the avowed purpose of opposing 
everything the Free World believes in, I 
do not know. 

If such assistance would help the peo
ple in the countries now subjected to 
Communist oppression to throw off the 
Communist yoke, that would be differ
ent. But such aid will simply reduce 
their opportunities to throw off the Com
munist yoke. 

The aid now proposed is definitely not 
the type of foreign aid I have supported 
in the past, and it is definitely not the 
type of foreign aid which I intend to sup
port in the future. 

Let there be no doubt that the Com
munist regimes are part of the interna
tional Communist conspiracy. 

This Communist government of Poland 
has voted in the United Nations against 
the admission of South Korea and 
against the unification of North Korea 
and South Korea and against the censure 
of Russia for the ruthless suppression 
of Hungary, and has urged that Commu- · 
nist China be allowed a seat in the United 
Nations. 

Mr. President, the recent announce
ment that the United States is making 
available $98 million of foreign aid cred
its to the Communist Red regime of 
Polish Premier Gomulka fills me with 
indignation. This makes a total of $193 
million extended so far in the fiscal year 
1958. Not only does it arouse my in
dignation, but it seriously undermines 
the faith of the general public in our 
whole foreign-aid program. This is par
ticularly so when the American tax
payers are being asked to continue to 
shoulder a crushing tax burden in a year 
of economic recession. 

The record will show that I have sup
ported foreign aid in principle, from its 
inception with the Marshall plan, down 
to and through the fiscal year 1958 
budget; and I expect to continue my sup
port in principle. That does not mean, 
however, that I have not, as now, ques
tioned and opposed certain phases of it 
which seem to me entirely contrary to 
the declared policy of our foreign-aid 
program, and which actually seems cal-

culated to produce results in opposition 
to our objectives. 

The general declared policy of our for
eign-aid program is to help friendly na
tions to help themselves. Under that 
policy, aid is supposed to be requested 
by the country desiring it, and for pur
poses of strengthening either its eco
nomic condition or its military posture 
in its effort to become a strong Free
World partner. 

I am as critical of, and as much op
posed to, the extension of foreign aid 
to the Communist regime in Poland as I 
am to its being extended to the Com
munist regime in Yugoslavia. Through 
the years I have-both in Appropria
tions Committee and here on the floor 
of the United States Senate-worked to 
cut off aid to Communist regimes. 
Through all those years I have never yet 
seen any manifest justification for 
spending American tax dollars in the 
support of an unfriendly Communist 
regime. I can see no more justification 
for supporting Gomulka's Communist 
Poland than there has been for sup
porting Tito's Communist Yugoslavia. 

It seems to me utterly fallacious to 
maintain that there are, somehow or 
other; two types of communism-the bad 
type represented by the Soviet Interna
tional Communist conspiracy, and the 
so-called good type of supposedly inde
pendent communism, as exemplified by 
Tito and Gomull{a. -

Mr. President, in my opinion, com·. 
munism is communism, no matter where 
it is found. No one can persuade me 
that any Communist regime is not pri
marily linked with the parent Soviet 
dictators of international communism. 

Tears have been shed around this 
country and in effect also here today 
that it would hurt the people of Yugo
slavia and Poland if we did not con
tinue this program. If I believed it 
would really help the people of Poland 
and Yugoslavia throw off the yoke of 
communism I would be for it and I would 
vote for it. I do not believe it would. 
I think it would strengthen the Commu
nist regimes and the people will have 
greater difficulty than ever. I respect 
Senators of this body who have other 
views, they are entitled to them, but I 
do not agree with them. I think their 
actions will come back to haunt them 
even though I may hope for their sakes 
they will not. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. This is not an easy 
matter on which to vote, because there 
are good points on both sides of the 
question. I think a year ago I would 
have voted for the amendment. The 
question before the Senate is whether 
we want to see some of the satellite 
countries break away from Russia. I 
was in Poland last October. I have to 
be factual about the matter. I suppose 
if I wanted to be emotional about it, I 
would let my emotions run away with 
me and support the amendment, because 
I am so opposed to communism, and al· 
ways have been. But I must be factual, 
and tell Senators I was in Poland. My 

best judgment is that the Polish Gov
ernment is pro-Communist, but the Pol
ish people are not. I found Polish 
churches open, and more people going 
to church than ever. I learned that 
much of the land is in private hands. A 
calculated risk is involved. My judg
ment is that, since surplus food is in
volved, we would be better off if we 
tried to aid the Polish people, so that 
they might break away from Russia, if it 
became possible. It will not be easy. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
California. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the de
cision in the Senate on either the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Indi
ana or the substitute offered by the 
Senator from New Hampshire is going 
to be no test of patriotism. There is no 
question of the patriotism of any United 
States Senator. The question here is 
whether the Members of the Senate de· 
sire to implement--to make more clear
a policy which the Senate itself, together 
with the House of Representatives, 
adopted when Public Law 480 was ap. 
proved in the 83d Congress. · 

This has nothing to do with the desire 
of the Government or the people of the 
United States to render assistance and 
to give necessary foodstuffs to any peo
ple anywhere around the globe who 
might be in need of additional food. 
That desire is expressed in the present 
statute and in the bill before us, and 
is opposed by all of us. I take it all of 
us understand title II of the act 
entitled ''Famine Relief and Other 
Assistance," in which it is specifi· 
cally provided that the President of the 
United States, up to the amount of $300 
million, can make available American 
foodstuffs to people, whether they live in 
friendly nations or whether they live in 
unfriendly nations. That is not an issue 
here. That is not in dispute in the Sen
ate today. 

What is important is whether or not 
the United States Senate agrees with 
the policy the Congress set down in the 
law in 1954. It has been alluded to be
fore. It sets forth what our policies shall 
be with regard to the expansion of trade 
with friendly nations. Then it defines 
who is friendly and who is not. It ex
cludes trade with the U. S. S. R. under 
this law, and those countries dominated 
or controlled by the U. S. S. R. I ap
prove that policy. I do not want this 
bill to permit activity under it with any 
Communist-dominated country. · 

I think the Senator from New Hamp
shire has done a service, and so has the 
Senator from Indiana, in giving us an 
opportunity, in clear-cut fashion, to lay 
down what the policy shall be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I 
should like to say just a word. The 
Senator from California has stated that 
the patriotism of certain Senators has 
been questioned. That is not true. 
Neither the Senator from Indiana nor 
the Senator from New Hampshire did 
that. We know every United States 
Senator is a patriot, and we respect all 
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Senators, but we do differ very funda
mentally with their judgment. We 
think many who take the other side of 
the question are wrong, and that the 
matter will come back to haunt them. 
The question is in issue. Time will tell 
whether we are right or wrong. I am 
willing to coast along with the time, 
because I think the Senator from In
diana and the Senator from New Hamp
shire will be proven correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. How much time 
remains on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
of the Senator from New Hampshire 
has expired. The Senator from Louisi
ana who controls the opposition time, 
has 15 minutes remaining. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Senator 
from Louisiana yield me 2 minutes to 
express some of my doubts? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 minutes 
to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think a glance 
at the budget, which is before us, will 
prove to everybody concerned how vital 
is this issue which is raised by the bill 
before the Senate. The Bureau of the 
Budget has issued a document entitled 
"The Federal Budget in Brief." On the 
cover appear the words "From the Exec
utive Office of the President, Bureau of 
the Budget, Fiscal Year 1959." · 

On page 14 of the document there is 
a diagram which shows the estimated 
expenditures sent to Congress by the 
President in January for fiscal 1959. 
The :first item is $45,800,000,000 for 
major national security. Next, $7,900,-
000,000, for interest on the national debt. 
Next, $5 billion, for veterans. 

If we add those three items, we have a 
total expenditure of $58,700,000,000 for 
past wars, for preparation for future 
wars, for the rehabilitation of veterans 
who have suffered in the preceding wars. 
Fifty-eight billion is :fifty thousand mil
lion. I emphasize the word "million." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I ask for 2 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 additional 
mtnutes to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is a total of 
$58,700,000,000 for purposes of war. 
There is left only $15,200,000,000 for all 
other activities of Government. 

Unless we win the :fight for freedom 
here within our own shores, it is difficult, 
indeed, for me to comprehend how it is 
possible for us to hope to buy the support 
of satellite nations; but because the 
President is submitting this project, I 
shall, I think, support the bill and vote 
against the amendment, the President 
should not be repudiated by the Con
gress where food for hungry people is 
involved. I want to call the attention of 
the Senate to the fact that the Mutual 
Security Act of 1956 contained the fol
lowing provision: 

SEc. 143. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, no assistance under this title 
or any other title of this act, or under any 

provision of law repealed by section 542 (a) 
of this act, shall be furn~shed to Yugoslavia 
after the expiration of 90 days following the 
date of the enactment of this section, unless 
the President finds and so reports to the 
Congress, wlth his reasons therefor, (1) that 
there has been no change in the Yugoslavian 
policies on the basis of which assistance un
der this act has been furnished to Yugoslavia 
in the past, and that Yugoslavia is independ
ent of control by the Soviet Union, (2) that 
Yugoslavia is not participating in any policy 
or program for the Communist conquest of 
the world, and (3) that it is in the interest 
of the national security of the United States 
to continue the furnishing of assistance to 
Yugoslavia under this act. 

This was the amendment I offered and 
to which I referred a moment ago in my 
colloquy with the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

When the Mutual Security Act 'came 
before Congress in 1957 for amendment 
this section was changed. It was modi
fied. It was tempered. It was amelio
rated. It was made softer on Tito and 
his allegiance to the Communist con-
spiracy. · 

Mr. President, in the interest of time 
I ask unanimous consent that the 1957 
modification of the amendment be 
printed in the RECORD in full, so that all 
may know what the policy of the State 
Department is. In spite of this, however, 
because I want to use our surplus food 
to feed hungry people I shall vote against 
the amendment. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
·RECORD, as follows: · 

SEC. 143. Assistance to Yugoslavia: In fur
nishing assistance to Yugoslavia, the Presi
dent shall continuously assure himself (1) 
that Yugoslavia continues to maintain its 
independence, (2) that Yugoslavia is not 
participating in any policy or program for 
the Communist conquest of the world, and 
(3) that the furnishing of such assistance is 
in the interest of the national security of 
the United States. The President shall keep 
the Foreign Relations Committee and the 
Appropriations Committee of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
fully and constantly informed of any assist
ance furnished to Yugoslavia under this act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 
1 additional minute. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It is quite clear 
that the administration has changed its 
point of view and that the Congress
particularly the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry-is now offering the 
bill in the hope that despite the waver
ing position of the State Department 
and the President with respect to Yugo
slavia we will be able to do this for the 
purpose of using our surplus foods to 
feed the hungry people. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. The 
Senator from Louisiana has consumed 
5 minutes of his time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. ELLENDER. If anything, the 
amendment now under consideration is 
worse than the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNERl. 

It would provide that any nation which 
has not assured the President that di
rectly or indirectly it will not support 
the Soviet Union or any Communist gov
ernment cannot get assistance. The 
amendment under consideration will 
have the same effect as the amendment 
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN· 
NER], but it almost requires the estab
lishment of an alliance by a foreign na
tion with the United States. 

I agree with my good friend from In
diana [Mr. CAPEHART]. There is no 
doubt in my own mind that the Polish 
people are very friendly to the United 
States and that such assistance will go 
far towards making them independent 
of the Soviet Union. If such can be 
accomplished, there is every reason for 
the act to remain unchanged, in this 
respect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself another minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is exactly 
what the Congress had in mind when it 
enacted section 304, giving the Presi
dent authority to assist friendly na
tions to free themselves from the control 
of the Soviet Union. 

The decision is left up to the Presi
dent and the Secretary of State. In the 
case of Poland, it w·as their decision that 
by assisting Poland they might cause 
that country to be weaned away from 
the Soviet Union. In the long run our 
Government will benefit from such a 
proeedure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kentucky is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

The Senate will be in order. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I rise to 

oppose the amendment offered by the 
junior Senator from Indiana, which is 
proposed to be amended by the distin
guished senior Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. BRIDGES]. 

All of us are moved by the same feeling 
of revulsion, against the practices of 
communism, which animates the two 
Senators who have offered these amend
ments. I must say, nevertheless, that · I 
believe the amendments are not in the 
best interests of the United States. 

All of us know that we and other demo
cratic countries are in a struggle with 
Soviet Russia, and that it will go on for 
a long time. It might be resolved but 
1 hope never and our country · hopes 
never by war. We hope it may be re
solved in time by just agreements but 
that does not seem to be possible at this 
time. In the long run, if a balance of 
power in the world can be developed, 
with the influence to convince Soviet 
Russia that they cannot successfully 
prosecute a war against the United 
'States or that just settlement must be 
made for the peace of the world-we 
may resolve the impasse. 
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It is upon the last ground that I be

lieve these amendments are a wreng 
app~oach to the problem. I shall give 
my reasons. 

First, I speak of our aid to Poland 
and Yugoslavia. We have undoubtedly 
helped these peoples for humanitarian 
reasons. But, I believe, that politically 
the Department of State and the Presi
dent of the United States have been will
ing to make loans to Poland and Yugo
slavia because those countries, to some 
extent, have asserted some independence 
of Soviet Russia. We can encourage 
them to keep a measure of independence 
from Soviet Russia and to encourage, by 
their example, other nations to break 
away. Certainly, that is an important 
objective. 

Second, I speak to the amendment of 
the senior Senator from New Hampshire. 
The senior Senator from Louisiana is 
exactly correct. If we adopt the amend
ment which has been proposed by my 
friend from New Hampshire, it will ex
tend the prohibition of aid under this 
bill, I would guess, to 50 countries in the 
world-to newly independent countries 
in the Mid-East, in Asia, and the new 
countries of Africa. They are not allies 
of Soviet Russia, but as newly independ.:. 
ent countries they do not want a great 
power to dictate their policy-what they 
will do in the future, and what they will 
do in the present cold war. . Although 
they are independent and democratic, 
and do not intend to join the Soviet 
Union in case of ·war, they do not want 
to become involved in the cold war. If 
they take the position that they cannot 
in mitional honor · sign . the a.;greement 
which the amendment proposes, what 
will happen. We shall have then denied 
our assistance, and isolated ourselves 
from many countries in the Mid-East, 
with which we have been concerned for 
over a year. We shall likewise have 
isolated .ourselves from many newly in
dependent countries of Asia and Africa. 
If we pursue such a policy we shall end 
up being isolated from over half the 
peoples of the world. 

I do not think that is the way, over a 
long period of years, to attempt to make 
friends throughout the world. I do · not 
believe that is the way to alter peacefully 
the balance of power, which may finally 
convince Russia that there must be a 
peaceful and just solution of the world's 
difficulties. 

For these reasons, admitting the pa
triotic impulses of our two friends, we 
are faced with a choice of methods. We 
know what our objectives are. We know 
we are engaged in a long struggle. I be
lieve the amendments should be de
feated, because they will not help us win 
the struggle. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 20 seconds to 
the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask to 
modify my amendment in accordance 
with the provisions of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from New Hamp
shire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has a right to modify his 
amendment. 

Mr. LAUSCHE and Mr. SALTON
STALL addressed the Chair. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the balance 
of my time to the Senator from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 2 
minutes and 40 seconds. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I am 
of the firm conviction that conflicting 
positions can be taken on this amend
ment with complete justification, regard
less of the side chosen. 

I have great fears about the adoption 
of the amendment offered by the Senator 
from New Hampshire. It would not only 
deal distinctly with Poland and Yugo
slavia, but would embrace many other 
nations with respect to which prospects 
for good relations with the United States 
Government are favorable. 

I agree with what the Senator from 
Kentucl{y [Mr. CoOPER] has said, that 
the amendment of the Senator from New 
Hampshire would take in the nations of 
the Middle East and the Far East, and 
other nations that are not necessarily 
friendly to Russia, and for that reason 
I think, with due respect to the Senator 
from New Hampshire, that his amend- _ 
mentis not well taken. 

With respect to the initial amendment 
offered by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
JENNER], it is my · belief that by giving 
aid to the Governments of Yugoslavia 
and Poland, we are deceiving the people 
of Poland and Yugoslavia into the belief 
that the people of the United States are 
friendly ·to those Governments. Just as 
surely as the night follows the day, the 
people of Yugoslavia do not want Tito 
and his Communist government. · It is 
equally certain that the Polish people 
do not want a Communist government. 

My fear is, that by giving money arid 
other aid to them, we are delaying in 
two ways the advent of the upheaval of 
the Communist regimes in Poland and 
Yugoslavia. 

First, we are deceiving the worker in 
the fields of Yugoslavia into the belief 
that there is friendliness among the 
American people for the Yugoslav Gov
ernment. 

Second, we are relieving the Commu
nist governments ·of the responsibility of 
providing sustenance for their citizenry, 
and thus increasing the ability of these 
governments to develop armaments of 
war. While I favored the original 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Indiana, I regret that I will have to vote 
against its modified form resulting from 
the acceptance of the New Hampshire 
Senator's version of the course we should 
follow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex
pired. 

All time on the amendment has ex
pired. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment · offered by the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNER], as modified. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute on the bill. 

I will not vote "no confidence" in the 
President in the field of foreign affairs. 

I will not give assurance to Russia that 
we will not give assistance to any of the 
satellite nations which seek to break 
away from the Communist orbit. 

I will not blast the hopes of freedom 
which the people of Poland, or any other 
nation of Eastern Europe may have at 
this time. 

I will not embarrass friendly nations 
with which we are at present carrying 
out coordinated programs; and therefore 
I shall vote against the pending amend
ment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President I 
yield 1 minute on the bill to the Sen~tor 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
we worked out this problem with respect 
to Yugoslavia last year after a great deal 
of difficulty, by leaving discretion in the 
President as to whether to send aid to 
Yugoslavia and by requiring him to give 
assurances to the Congress periodically. 

I think the amendment of the Senator 
from New Hampshire is not in satisfac
tory language 1:!-t the present time but 
it does leave discretion in the President. 
I believe the amendment should be re
drafted in the House, or in the Senate 
before the bill is finally passed so as to 
l~ave discretion in the President. I am 
glad to leave discretion in the President 
as we did last year with respect to Yugo~ 
slavia. 

We must soon consider an appropria
tion bill for foreign aid. This entire 
subject will come up in connection with 
that appropriation; I believe we can 
settle it satisfactorily by letting the Pres
ident decide whether foodstuffs should go 
to Poland, Yugoslavia, or any other na
tion which, in his judgment, is not ·com
mitted to fight against us in case of a 
war. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, . I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator !rom 
Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] on the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do 
not think sufficient emphasis has been 
laid on the fact that this amendment 
applies not solely to Poland and Yugo
slavia, but particularly to all the neutral 
nations of the earth. 

I do not think we can demand of a 
neutral nation which needs our help, and 
whose friendship we hope to win, that 
it should commit itself in advance be
fore it may be dealt with under this 
act. If we were to do so we would not 
only give offense to that nation, but 
would, in effect, be serving notice to the 
world that we do not care to have any 
more friends and allies than we now 
have. I do not want to be in that 
position. 

I have perfect confidence in the pa
triotism of the President of the United 
States and of the Secretary of the State 
Department. I do not believe that they 
will deal helter-skelter with neutral na
tions, but will deal with them under 
the provisions of the bill only when they 
think there is a fair and reasonable op
portunity to do them lasting good, and 
to leave them in a more friendly atti
tude, and more likely to side with us 
in the event of real trouble. I repeat 
that I do not believe we are in a posi
tion in which we want to serve notice 
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to the world that we do not desire any 
more allies or friends. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes on the bill to the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. . 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, ob
viously, a Senator may not offer an am
endment in the third degree. 

I always become a little disconcerted 
by the haste with which language ~ 
drafted on the floor of the Senate. If it 
were possible to offer an amendment, I 
would offer a substitute which would 
place the burden on the President, and 
provide that no nation shall receive aid 
unless the President has assured him
self, with respect to such nation, that 
it will not directly or indirectly support 
the Soviet Union, and so forth. 

As the amendment is drawn at the 
present time, other nations must di
rectly or indirectly indicate their atti
tude to the President. That puts a 
burden on them. Under the terms of re
vised language_, the burden would be 
placed upon the President to be assured 
on that point. No other report to the 
Foreign Relations Committee would be 
required; and no report to the Speaker 
would be required, as was required in 
connection with the provision in the 
Mutual Security Act dealing with 
Yugoslavia. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
complete text of the amendment I would 
have offered in lieu of the amendment 
of the Senator from Indiana, had it 
been in order to do so; and following 
that, section 143 of the Mutual Security 
Act approved August 14, 1957. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment and section were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Section 107 of Public Law 480 is hereby 
amended by adding the following: "on (3) 
any nation, unless the President has assured 
himself with respect to such nation, that it 
will not directly or indirectly support the 
Soviet Union, the Communist Government 
of China, or any other Communist govern
ment in event of hostility between such gov
ernment and the United States." 

SEC. 143. Assistance to Yugoslavia: In 
furnishing assistance to Yugoslavia, the 
President shall continuously assure himself 
(1) that Yugoslavia continues to maintain 
its independence, (2) that Yugoslavia is not 
participating in any policy or program for 
the Communist conquest of the world, and 
(3) that the furnishing of such assistance 
is in the interest of the national security 
of the United States. The President shall 
keep the Foreign Relations Committee and 
the Appropriations Committee of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House of Represent
atives fully and constantly informed of any 
assistance furnished to Yugoslavia under 
this act. 

(c) Add a new section 144 as follows: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. JENNER], as modified. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senators from New Mexico [Mr. AN
DERSON and Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Sen-

a tor from Washington [Mr. JACKSON]. 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. McCLELLAN], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MoRsEl, and the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE], are 
absent on otncial business. 

I further announce that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON], the Sena
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN
RONEY], and the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MoRSE], would each vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] has a general 
pair with the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. CAsE]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab
sent because of death in his family. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BUTLER] and the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is absent on official business. 

The Senators from New Yor~ [Mr. 
IvEs ami Mr. JAVITSJ are detained on of
ficial business. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
CASE] and the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER] are also detained on of
ficial business. 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD
WATER] and the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. MARTIN] are absent because 
of illness. 

On this vote th~ Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BuTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Maryland would vote "yea," and the 
Senator from Vermont would vote "nay." 

On this vote the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. CAsE] has a general pair 
with the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON]. 

The result was announced-yeas 24, 
nays 53, as follows: 

Barrett 
Beall 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 

Aiken 
All ott 
Bible 
Bush 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Frear 
Fulbright 

Anderson 
Bennett 
Butler 
Case. S.Dak. 
Chavez 
Flanders 
Goldwater 

. YEAs-24 
Hruska 
Jenner 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Malone 
Martin, Iowa 
Mundt 

NAYS-53 

Payne 
Revercomb 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Thurmond 
Williams 

Gore Neuberger 
Green O'Mahoney 
Hayden Pastore 
Hill Potter 
Hoblitzell Proxmire 
Holland Purtell 
Humphrey Robertson 
Johnson, Tex. Scott 
Johnston, s. C. Smathers 
Kefauver Smith, N.J. 
Kerr Sparkman 
Lausche Stennis 
Long Symington 
Magnuson Thye 
Mansfield Watkins 
McNamara Yarborough 
Morton Young 
Murray 

NOT VO'NNG-19 
Hennings 
Hickenlooper 
Ives 
Jackson 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Martin, Pa. 

McClellan 
Monroney 
Morse 
Talmadge 
Wiley 

So Mr. JENNER's aruendment, as modi
fied, was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. BRIDGES] and myself, I offer 
an amendment which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 2, lines 23 and 24, it is proposed 

to strike out "June 30, 1960" and insert 
"June 30, 1959." 

On page 3, lines 1 and 2, strike out "June 
30, 1960" and insert "June 30, 1959." 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, my 
amendment merely cuts the program 
back to 1 fiscal year ending June 30, 
1959. The amendment is endorsed by 
the Department of Agriculture. When 
the Department asked for the extension 
~f the program, it asked for $1¥2 bil
lion for fiscal 1958. They object to the 
extension of the program for a 2-year 
period on the basis that should it be 
needed they would be back next year to 
ask for another extension. Even with 
the adoption of this amendment it will 
still have authority for $2 billion extra 
money. The Department and many on 
the committee think that the program 
should be reviewed by the appropriate 
committees of Congress and by the De
partment on an annual basis. To reject 
the amendment means that we will be 
giving this agency authority in the 
amount of $3¥2 billion over a 2-year pe
riod or $1¥2 billion more than they even 
ask for. 

If the amendment is agreed to, there 
will still be an additional $500 million 
for fiscal 1958 and the full amount or 
$1¥2 billion requested by the Depart· 
ment for 1959. 

With this amount of money involved, 
the program should have an annual re
view. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a letter which I received from 
the administration, in which it is 
strongly recommended that the pro
gram be limited to 1 year, followed by a 
copy of a letter from the Department 
under date of March 11, 1958, addressed 
to Senator ELLENDER, the chairman of 
the committee, in support of the Aiken 
amendment which the Senate adopted 
earlier. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., March '1, 1958. 

Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: Attached is a 
copy of the statement that you may use as 
you see fit, regarding the amendments to 
Public Law 480 recently adopted by the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. This material was prepared in re
sponse to your request to Clyde Wheeler. 

If you need anything additional, please 
let us know. 

Sincerely yours, 
DoN PAARLBERG, 
Assistant Secretary. 
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1. Reason for request for 1-year extension 
instead of 2 years: 

The administration construes title I of 
Public Law 480 as a temporary means of 
moving accumulated agricultural surpluses 
abroad in a constructive manner. Limiting 
the extension of this authority to 1 year 
permits an annual review of the program 
by the Congress. Such annual review is 
important both with respect to effective sur
plus disposal under special programs and 
maximum effect on commercial exports. 
There is a likelihood that an extension of 
inore than 1 year would tend to assign some 
degree of permanence to the program; it 
would also give less impetus to consideration 
of alternative methods of surplus disposal 
which might give greater emphasis to com
mercial exports. Orderly programing and 
shipping can be achieved under annual ex
tensions as long as authorizations are pro
vided soon enough during the year to pre
vent interruptions in programing. 

2. Why yearly review is recommended: 
Although Public Law 480 provides impor

tant authorities concerned primarily with 
the disposal of agricultural surpluses, the 
act requires wide Government coordination. 
It combines many purposes which -affect our 
domestic and foreign economic policies and 
involves activities of several departments 
and agencies. Some of the facets of Public 
Law 480 can be touched on briefiy. The 
large disposals to our friends abroad con
tribute directly to foreign policy objectives: 
the large amounts of local currencies loaned 
back to importing countries are coordinated 
by the International Coopera_tion Adminis
tration in mutual security operations; and 
local currencies are used to pay United 
States expenses abroad and finance agricul
tural market development, educational ex
change programs and other activities. 

Because of this complex nature of Public 
Law 480, it appears imperative that adminis
trative officials and the Congress make a full 
and complete appraisal of its operations on 
an annual basis. . 

3. Objection to new barter amendment: 
The explanation of the barter amendment 

to S. 3039 prepared by the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry makes it clear 
that the amendment is intended to remove 
any discretion that the Secretary of Agri
culture now has to determine whether he 
should or should not barter. The explana
tion shows that the amendment is intended 
to be mandatory and makes it clear that the 
Secretary must barter CCC commodities if 
he is offered strategic or critical materials or 
other materials which entail less risk of loss 
or substantially less storage charges than the 
CCC commodities. In our committee ses
sion, nobody could tell us what was meant 
by other materials. I am afraid it means 
the Secretary might have to take such things 
as tea, spices, iron ore, or perhaps even 
bottle caps under the barter program. To 
direct the Secretary to engage in a broad 
program of industrial material imports 
which are not strategic or critical materials, 
the ·amendment would in effect say that the 
Congress would rather have the Secretary 
accept bottle caps instead of dollars for his 
agricultural commodities. Under the pres
ent law, the Secretary is directed to barter 
only when he believes that barter will pro
tect the funds and assets of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation-in other words, he will 
barter when he cannot sell the same com
modities for dollars. By removing this dis
cretionary language from the amendment, 
the committee is saying that it is unimpor
tant whether barter commodities are in addi
tion to dollar sales or whether they replace 
dollar sales. 

I cannot see how we can ask the Senate to 
enact a law which claims that barter is 
superior to cash sales. I do not see how we 
can tell the Secretary that he is not to con-

sider the effect of proposed barters on regu
lar cash sales. Nor can I understand why 
this same Senate committee in recommend
ing extension of title I of Public Law 480, 
the provision that authorizes foreign-cur
rency sales, directs the President to only 
make such sales when they are in addition 
to our usual commercial marketings and 
does not believe it necessary to include the 
same provision in their amendment of the 
barter program. Obviously, if it makes sense 
in title I, it also makes sense in the operation 
of the barter program. 

The committee explanation of the barter 
provision makes much of the fact that bar
ter permits the United States exporter to cut 
his sales price for the commodity and thereby 
gain a compt'titive edge. If this can be done 
under the barter program, why would it not 
make sense to do so on cash sales by the · 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Finally, thEJ Department of Agriculture has 
never said it is against barter. It is for bar
ter. It has only asked that care be exercised 
to insure that the barter of agricultural 
commodities be in addition to our dollar 
sales and not replacements. This is the 
reason that the barter program was changed 
last year. It is the reason why I believe 
that the proposed amendment is bad legis-
lation. · 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., March 11, 1958. 

Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture 

and Forestry, United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: We have been re

quested by Senator ·HuMPHREY to give con
sideration to, and to report to your committee 
on possible language changes in the proposed 
amendment to title III of Public Law 480, 
83d Congress, which would make it more 
acceptable from our standpoint. This legis
lation would direct the Secretary of Agricul
ture to barter up to $500 million worth of 
agricultural commodities per year for ma
terials under certain conditions. We are, 
however, unable to formulate any changes 
short of the virtual nullification of the pro
posed change which would eliminate our 
objections. The Department of Agriculture 
wishes to go on record as being vigorously 
opposed to its enactment into law. 

The proposed elimination of any considera
tion by the Secretary of whether or not a 
barter transaction will protect the funds and 
assets of Commodity Credit Corporation 
as a criterion for exercising administrative 
judgment is an unprecedented approach to 
legislative direction. We believe the best in
terests of the Commodity Credit Corporation, 
as a Government instrumentality, are syn
onymous with the best interests of the United 
States. 

In our judgment the elimination of the 
principle of "additionality as a result of · 
barter" cannot be justified. This amendment 
directs the Secretary of Agriculture to com
pletely ignore what agricultural commodities 
could be moved in to export channels through 
the normal channels of trade for purchase by 
our regular customers for dollars. Its effect 
could be to replace to the extent of up to 
$500 million per year of cash business by 
barter for materials which for the most part 
there would be no need in the near future. 
These materials would go into dead storage 
in the hope that at some future time we 
will be able to utilize them without serious 
effects on domestic producers of these 
materials. 

We have diligently studied the potentials 
of barter as a means of expanding our agri
cultural exports. We believe opportunities 
do exist. We believe honestly and sincerely 
our present policies will give some measure 
of assuran~e that increased exports are being 
accomplished through barter. We believe 
that the assumption that barter offers al
most unlimited opportunities for expansion 

of exports is false. Such an assumption is 
based on the fallacious premise that the 
have-not countries of the world with respect 
to food and fiber are countries that have 
great material resources to trade for food and 
fiber. This is not true. We believe, however, 
that substantial additional business can be 
achieved if export contractors are required 
to demonstrate additionality. If this re
q'!lirement is eliminated all contractors will 
turn to easy barter and be content to merely 
replace cash sales. 

There are powerful forces urging opening 
the throttle on a barter program. An analy
sis of the reasons therefor is in order. 

This country is in a position to buy for 
current consumption all the foreign pro
duced materials the economy requires. Leg
islation exists for the procurement of all the 
materials deemed prudent to stockpile for 
future emergency defense needs. The rate 
and extent of such procurement is limited 
only oy appropriation by the Congress. In 
spite of the zeal to substitute barter for nor
mal exchange, the United States dollar can 
still be utilized to better advantage in world 
markets than our agricultural commodities. 
Then why do we have such strong pressures 
for a wide-open barter program? The fact 
is that a surplus situation exists in the world 
for many materials. The producers of those 
materials in the foreign countries and im
porters of those materials into this country 
want a price-support and · surplus-removal 
program for those materials. We cannot 
solve the price-support and surplus-removal 
problems of our domestic agricultural econ
omy by attempting to take on those same 
responsibilities for a much wider field of 
material production throughout .the world. 

Experience with our domestic agricultural 
programs has, we believe, led to one ac
cepted axiom. Price support at profitable 
levels of production without 'effe<:tive con
trols on production can only lead to financial 
disaster. To the extent that barter provides 
a profitable outlet for foreign produced rna.:. 
terials, over and -above that normally exist
ing, foreign production and resultant sur
pluses will be increased. Certainly this 
country has no and could not have any 
semblance of control over such production. 

There are a few materials such as indus
trial diamonds of which there is no domestic 
production. Of the rest, the world produc
tion affects domestic producers by their 
competitive price in the United States mar
ket. The removal of and insulation from 
the market of those surpluses may provide a 
temporary price stabilization to domestic 
producers of such ma'terials: Such was the 
result of rather extensive barter transactions 
involving lead and zinc in the past. An 
artificial outlet at profitable prices can only 
stimulate foreign production. When the De
partment of Agriculture realized the folly 
of serving as a dumping ground for foreign 
surplus lead and zinc with little resultant 
gains in the disposal of agricultural com
modities we stopped the program for reap
praisal. The domestic lead and zinc indus- · 
try felt the full impact of the price depress
ing effect of this stimulated foreign pro
duction. Such wm be the inevitable result 
on other domestic producers of barter ma
terials under a barter program which pro
vides an outlet for surplus foreign materials 
and serves as a stimulant for further expan
sion of such surplus production. 

The importers of diamonds have been vig
orous proponents of expanded barter. Dia
mond production is controlled by cartel. 
World prices are maintained by the quanti
ties of diamonds released to the market by 
those cartels. Diamonds have been held up 
as the glowing example of a material entail
ing less risk of loss through deterioration or 
substantially less storage charges than sur
plus agricultural commodities. There are 
a few surplus diamonds in the hands of 1m· 
porters now. The Congress, by the enact
ment of this proposed amendment, would 
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direct the Secretary of Agriculture to not 
only provide a home for those diamonds but 
also to assure the diamond cartels of the 
world an outlet at world prices ;for an ex
pansion of- production up to whatever por
tion of the $500 million limitation they could 
get the Department to accept. 

Statements have been made in previous 
testimony before your committee by pro
ponents of barter of the competitive advan
tage, pricewise, enjoyed by barter commodi
ties. This has been advanced as an argu
ment that barter stimulates agricultural ex
ports. Assuming that such a price advan
tage exists, it can only serve to drive down 
the world price of agricultural commodities. 
Agricultural commodities moving under 
barter would be in competition, not only 
with agricultural commodities from other 
countries, but with agricultural commodi
ties exported from this country through nor
mal channels of trade. This can become a 
vicious circle. To the extent that the do
mestic market price is influenced by the 
price at which exporters can sell in world 
markets a lower price will result in order to 
meet the competition of the same commod
ity originating through barter. 

The Department has, with the encourage
ment of Congress, made great progress in 
making agricultural surpluses in CCC in
ventory available on a competitive-bid basis 
in order to meet world prices. The exporter 
who buys for dollars must and will bid 
lower than he ordinarily would, in order to 
meet whatever price advantage accrues from 
acquisition of those same commodities 
through barter. 

Not only would the funds and assets of the 
Corporation suffer under such a progressively 
vicious circle but also the taxpayers who 
must make good the losses of the Corpora
tion. 

The Department is not opposed to barter. 
We believe it has a place in our multi
approach. to surplus removal thro"!lgh ex
panding exports of agricultural commodi
ties. We also believe, however, that the in
terests of agriculture and the United States 
as a whole will best be served if it is limited 
to those instances where administrative 
judgment believes it creates additional for
eign purchasing power and channels that 
purchasing power into buying United States 
agricultural surpluses which would not 
otherwise move into export through normal 
channels of trade. 

It is important to note that the proposed 
legislation will result in no saving in storage 
charges to the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion. It will, in fact, result in increased 
costs. This comes about because we will not 
be gaining new agricultural export business 
but merely replacing dollar sales by barter 
sales. This means CCC inventories remain 
about the same on the agricultural side of 
the picture. We would, however, receive 
materials which must be stored at the cost 
of the taxpayers instead of dollars which at 
present we can use to reduce the indebted
ness and interest payments of the Federal 
Government. 

In summary it may be helpful to tabulate 
a few of the things the proposed amendment 
would and would not do. The amendment-

( 1) Would direc~ the Secretary to barter 
up to $500 million worth of agricultural 
commodities per year even if such transac
tions would not conserve the assets of CCC 
and the Federal Government but would dis-
sipate them. -

( 2) Would direct the Secretary to barter 
even though the so-called barter transac
tions would merely replace cash sales for 
dollars and would have a tendency to drive 
down the price which CCC would receive . 
for its remaining sales for cash. 

(3) Would require the Federal Govern
ment to pay storage on unspecified materials 
to be imported if the imported materials 
have storage costs and deterioration risks 

lower than agricultural commodities owned 
by CCC even though such ~aterials could 
not be used in the foreseeable future. 

(4) Would increase the interest costs of 
CCC and the Federal Government. 

(5) Would provide world price support 
for materials without permitting domestic 
mining interests to benefit directly. 

(6) Would require CCC officials who are 
not experts in this field to spend up to $500 
million for foreign materials each year. 

On the other hand the amendment-
( I) Would not appreciably reduce CCC 

inventories of agricultural commodities. 
(2) Would not to any measurable extent 

establish new agricultural export outlets or 
increase existing ones. 

(3) Would not reduce storage costs of CCC. 
(4) Would not reduce deterioration losses 

of CCC. 
(5) Would not be of help to farmers or to 

our commodity inventory problems. 
The proposed amendment prohibits the 

exercise of administrative judgment to an 
unprecedented extent. In our opinion it 
would, in retrospect, serve as a basis to dis
credit the Congress that enacted it and those 

· who attempted to administer it. 
Since this proposed legislation is ready 

for consideration on the floor of the Sen
ate, we have not cleared this report with the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. T. BENSON, 

Secretary. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. BRIDGES. I support the amend

ment of the Senator from Delaware, 
which I had the privilege and honor of 
cosponsoring, because I think we are 
going wild on spending. We are in the 
midst of very changeable conditions in 
the United States. I think we should 
be in a position to review a great ex
penditure and a major policy decision 
such as this every year. 

As the Senator from Delaware has 
carefully explained, the amendment will 
not affect the additional money needed 
for 1958 or for the full fiscal year 1959. 
lt merely terminates the program at 
the end of fiscal 1959 to allow Congress 
to review an extension for the fiscal year 
1960. 

The amendment is sound in every re
spect. I do not see how any Senator 
can quarrel with it. · 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
. Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. MORTON. As I understand, the 
Senator's amendment merely cuts back 
the authorization 1 year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Delaware has ex
pired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I had 
15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator yielded time, and now his time has 
expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I beg pardon. I had 
15 minutes on my own amendment. I 
did not ask that time be yielded to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
.Chair was misinformed. The Senator 
from Delaware has 13 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Chair. 
I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MORTON. As I understand, the 
~mendment of the Senator from Dela-

ware relates to the time element, and 
fixes the duration of the program at 1 
year, instead of 2. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 
Mr. MORTON. It does not in any way 

affect the authorization for the re
mainder of this fiscal year or for the 
next fiscal year. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 
Mr. MORTON. The amount remains 

the same; the time is cut back. 
. Mr. WILLIAMS. It is merely a cut
back of the time. It eliminates the ad
ditional fiscal year, 1960. It does not 
affect the additional money provided for 
the remainder of this fiscal year, or the 
$1.5 billion for the next fiscal year, as 
requested by the Department. It merely 
eliminates the fiscal year 1960, as the 
Senator has said. 
· Mr. MORTON. I support the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware. I 
think we must bear this in mind. In the 
interest of the farmers of America, we 
hope someday to get back to a program 
under which our agricultural exports 
will be sold for cash. If we establish 
2- or 3-year programs, I admit that it 
may be easier to make commitments, 
and it may be easier, in some ways, to 
enlarge the program. But we shall be 
putting into the minds of our agricul
tural customers, over the years, the 
thought that if they sit tight on their 
dollars, we will come along with a Public 
Law 480 program for them, sooner or 
later. · 

If we do not watch out, we will never 
have the opportunity to regain the agri
.cultural profits we have historically en
joyed. That is another reason for my 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The same argument 
was made by the Secretary of Agricul
tute. He was fearful that an extension 
of the program over a long period of time 
might actually result in fewer sales than 
would be possible if our friends abroad 
thought this was to be extended indefi-:o 
nitely. 

In view of the fiscal situation which 
confronts the Government, it would be 
well for us to consider that, even accept~ 
_ing my amendment, we will still be pro
viding $2 billion for this program. It 
might be well a year from now to re
evaluate the financial situation of the 
Government and the status of the agri• 
cultural program to determine whether 
we can afford to or should extend it to 
1960. Certainly any $2 billion expendi
ture should be reviewed by Congress. 

I hope that the Senate will .adopt the 
amendment. 

This program has helped the American 
farmer, and it has a lot of support from 
the many farm organizations. We in 
Congress have a responsibility to make a 
careful annual review of all transactions 
involved to make sure that the program 
does not become discredited. Secretary 
Benson, recognizing the need for this 
careful supervision, has endorsed the 
principle of my pending amendment, 
which would extend the program for 
just 1 additional fiscal year. 
- Mr. ·ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

The committee was divided as to 
whether to provide for 1 year or 2 years. 
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I myself voted for 1 year. As I under
stand the amendment, $2 million would 
be provided for the rest of this fiscal 

_year, and $1,500,000,000 for the next fiscal 
year. 

As I pointed out · on the first day of 
the debate, the Department of Agricul
ture favored an extension for only 1 year. 
The testimony of Mr. Paarlberg was at 
variance with what is contained in -the 
letter presented to the committee by the 
Department of Agriculture. After con
siderable debate in the committee, the 
committee decided to provide for an ex
tension of 2 years. That is the sum and 
substance of what occurred. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Sen a tor yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be
fore the vote, I think the Senate sh~uld 
know that the National Farmers Un~~n, 
the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
and the National Grange-three great 
farm organizations of the United 
States-and the National Milk Pro
ducers Federation, · and others, as well, 
have supported a minimum extension of 
2 years. Whether that is persuasive or 
not, at least it should be· a matter of 
record. 

Second, I think it should be kno_wn 
that the arguments which are bemg 
used by the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware now were not the arguments 
he used when the law was authorize~. 
The original authorization for Public 
Law 480 was for 3 years-not 1 year, not 
2 years, but 3 years. It was only last 
year that Congress extended the law for 
1 year. The year before last we ex
tended it for 1 year. After that, we ran 
out of funds and had to close down the 
program. That disrupted the ex.I?ort 
program and the orderly ~arketmg. 
That is according to the testimony of 
Mr. Paarlberg. 

Mr. Paarlberg, the Assistant ~ecre
tary of Agriculture in charge of this pro
gram and the economic adviser to the 
Secre'tary of Agriculture, a gentleman 
whose nomination was recently con
firmed by the Senate, stated: 

The request for a larger authorization this 
year is caused by changing world conditions. 
The dollar position of several countries has 
worsened and greater demand has ~esulted 
from poor harvests overseas. Shipments 
under past programs, particularly wheat. for 
India, have been accelerated. In additiOn, 
we would expect to program part of the new 
authorization before June 30 if the exten
sion is granted soon enough. 

At the same time the Assistant Secre
tary testified as to the importance of 
providing adequate authorization as 
follows: 

In the title I program, orderly program
ing and shipping is extremely important. 
These are dependent on continuous pro
graming without time out between utlliza
tion of separate authorizations. We have. 
run into periods when title I programing 
has come to a standstill; for example, the 
development of new agreements virtually 
ceased in January 195'7 when our authoriza
tion was almost exhausted. The availability 
of funds during the following months would 
have avoided a backlog o! program requests 
from interested countries. This backlog re
sulted in the nece~sity to scale down •. delay:, 
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or exclude country programs, and in erratic 
shipment performance. Shipments were 
running about 800,000 tons a month last 
spring; these dropped otf to less than 400,000 
tons and are now just starting to increase 
again. It is possible that this same condi
tion will exist again unless an extension is 
granted early in this session of Congress. 

This is a program which the Depart
ment of Agriculture wants to have con
tinued, a program which it has said it 
will recommend to be continued. There 
has been no indication of a desire to dis
continue it. The Department's econo
mist has said, in e~ect, "If you ;eally 
want a smooth-runnmg program, If :you 
want to get the most out of the program, 
authorizations for longer periods of time 
are needed." · 

It is a maximum of $1,500,000,000 a 
year· that is the total amount. It seems 
to m~ that good, prudent business prac
tice would indicate that we should have 
at least a 2-year authorization. 

I may add that if we can have a 2-year 
authorization for foreign aid, we should 
be able to have one for this program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PROXMIRE in the chair). The time yielded 
to the Senator from Minnesota has ex
pired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 
1 minute to the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. AIKEN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont is recognized for 
!minute. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, in the 
committee my position on this matter 
was the same as that of the chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry, the distinguished senior Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], namely, 
$2 billion to take us through the rest of 
this year and through the fiscal year 
1959. 

Although the bill, as written, would 
not be particularly harmful, yet I believe 
that if we can have a review made every 
year of this situation-as provided for by 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware-it might be a little more satis
factory. 

If we are to reduce our agricultural 
surpluses at the rate of $1.5 billion worth 
a year, we want to keep rather close 
watch over them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I hope 
the amendment will be agreed to. 

I yield back the remainder of the time 
under my control. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of the time 
under my control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PROXMIRE in the chair). The question is 
on the agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Delaware. [Putting 
the question.] 

The "ayes" appear to have it. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

call for a division. 
The Senate proceeded to divide. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 

this question, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The years and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 

WILLIAMS]. On this question, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered; and t.he 

·clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
·CHAVEZ,] the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsEl, and 
the Senators from Georgia [Mr. Rus
SELL and Mr. TALMADGE] are absent On 
official business. 

I further announce that if present 
and voting, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. JACKSON], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY] the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRS~J, and the Senators from Georgia 
[Mr. RUSSELL and Mr. TALMADGE] WOUld 
each vote "nay." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that t~e 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] IS 
absent because of death in his family. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BuTLER] and the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is absent on official business. 

The Senators from New York [Mr. 
IvEs and Mr. JAVITs] are detained on 
official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN
LOOPER] is also detained on om.cial 
business. 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD
WATER] and the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. MARTIN] are absent because 
of illness. · 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER], and the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] 
would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 38, 
nays 42, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Byrd 
Capehart 
C'arlson 
Case, N.J. 
Cotton 
Curtis 

Anderson 
Bible 
Carroll 
Case, S. Dak. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Green 

YEA8-38 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Frear 
Hoblitzell 
Hruska 
Jenner 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Malone 
Martin, Iowa 
Morton 
O'Mahoney 

NAY8-42 

Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Thurmond 
Watkins 
W1lliams 

Hayden Monroney 
Hill Mundt 
Holland Murray 
Humphrey Neuberger 
Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Johnston, S. C. Proxmire 
Kefauver Scott 
Kerr Smathers 
Langer Sparkman 
Long Stennis 
Magnuson Symington 
Mansfield Thye 
McClellan Yarborough 
McNamara Young 

NOT VOTING-16 
Bennett Hickenlooper Morse 
Butler Ives Russell 
Chavez Jackson Talmadge 
Flanders Javits Wiley 
Goldwater Kennedy 
Hennings Martin, Pa. 

So Mr. WILLIAMS' amendment was re
jected. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the yeas and nays on the pas
sage of the bill be vacated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a letter dated March 14, 
1958, written to me by Mr. John C. 
Lynn, legislative director, American 
Farm Bureau Federation, stating the at
titude of that organization on the bill. 

There being no objection, the letter 
.was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
March 14, 1958. 

Hon. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR HOLLAND: As you knoW the 

American Farm Bureau Federation toolt ini
tiative in developing Public Law 480, the 
Agricultural Trade Development Act. We 
have always considered this act as a tem
porary measure designed to increase mar
k~tings of agricultural commodities abroad, 
to assist in reducing the surpluses in the 
hands of Commodity Credit Corporation and 
in facilitating foreign-market development. 
' Farm Bureau is oppol;ied to the provisions 
contained in s .. 3420. While we support a 
2-year extension of Public Law 480, we feel 
that it is . imperative that .. we emphasize .the 
fact that this. il:l suppqsed to .be a temporary 
measure. In order to do this, we must show 
our intent of a gradual tapering off of the 
money authorized for this program. · We, 
therefore, support a 2-year extensron of this 
act with · authorization as follows-for fiscal 
1959, $1,250,000,000; for fiscal 1960, $750 mil
lion. 

We submit that by increasing the authori
zation for title I :fo.reign-currency sales up 
to over $3 500,000,_000 in the next 2¥2 years, 
plus the proposed mandatory barter provi
sion of $500 million is a step not in the best 
interest of the United States. It will have 
the effect of making Public Law 480 .. a per
manent part of our agricultural export pro
gram and will have the effect of replacing 
dollar sales with sales for soft currencies. 
It is important that the Congress demon
strate its firm intent of tapering off sales 
for foreign currencies and thereby empha
size the temporary nature of this program. 

We should not continue to use Public Law 
480 to dump surplus agricultural commodi
ties accumulated because of · the continua
tion of unsound domestic price support and 
adJustment programs. The freezing •Of the 
present programs will insure a continued ac
cumulation of commodities in the hands of 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

A program of sales for foreign currency can 
benefit American agriculture only a limited 
length of time before markets begin to be 
oriented to this way of doing business. Cus
tomer nations start to consider foreign cur
rency sales as a normal part of commercial 
trade. We view with serious concern evi
dence that some countries are adjusting 
their dollar exchange so that very little of 
it is used for the purchase of American farm 
products. Competitor nations will not ac
cept a permanent Public Law 480 without 
talting serious trade retaliatory action 
against United States agricultural exports. 

Farm Bureau also supports a program of 
bartering our agricultural surpluses for es
sential materials. However, we feel that 
barter transactions must be in addition to 
normal dollar sales. Under the provisions 
of S. 3420 barter transactions would dis-

place dollar sales to a substantial degree. 
The barter program should be a supplement 
to normal exports; it should not displace 
dollar purchases. A barter program as vis
ualized in S. 3420 would cause irreparable 
harm to United States foreign relations and 
United States foreign trade. The provision 
in its present form will tend to nullify some 
of the good in title I of Public Law 480. 

We know of your interest in this program 
and hope that you will assist us in keeping 
Public Law 480 on a sound basis. We urge 
your support in amending S. 3420 so as to 
reflect the above principles. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN C. LYNN, 

Legislative Director. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the · 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

The bill <S. 3420), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 103 (b) of 
the Agricultural Trade Development and As
sistance Act of 1954, as amended (Public 
Law 480, 83d Cong.), is amended to read as 
follows: 
. "(b) Agreements shall not be entered into 
under this title during any fiscal year which 
will call for appropriations to reimburse the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, pursuant to 
subsection (a) of this ·section, in amounts in 
excess of $1,500 million, plus any amount by 
which agreements entered into in prior fiscal 
years (beginning with the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1958) have called or will call for 
appropriations to reimburse the Commodity . 
Credit Corporation in amounts less than au
thorized for such prior fiscal years." 

SEc. 2. (a) Section 104 of such act is 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end of the first sentence of paragraph (h) 
~hereof ~he following: "and for the financing 
of programs for the interchange ·of persons 
under title II of the United States Informa
-tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1948, 
as amended (22 U. S. C. 1446) ." 

(b) Such section is further amended by 
adding after paragraph (j) the following new 
paragraph: 

"(k) For providing assistance, by grant or 
otherwise, in the expansion or operation in 
foreign countries of established schools, col
leges, or universities founded or sponsored 
by citizens of the United States, for the pur
pose of enabling such educational institu
tions to carry on programs of vocational, pro
fessional, scientific, technological, or general 
education; and in the supporting of work
shops in American studies or American edu
cattonal techniques, and supporting chairs 
in American studies." 

SEc. 3. Section 109 of such act is amended 
by striking out "June 30, 1958" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "June 30, 1960." 

SEc. 4. Section 204 of such act is amended 
by striking out "June 30, 1958" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "June 30, 1960." 

SEc. 5. Sectton 206 (a) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1956 is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end thereof a semicolon 
and the following: "but no strategic or criti
cal material shall be acquired by the Com
modity Credit Corporation as a result of such 
barter or exchange except for such national 
stockpile, for such supplemental stockpile, 
for foreign economic or mUitary aid or assist
ance programs, or for offshore construction 
programs." 

SEC. 6. In carrying out the provisions of the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954, as amended, extra long 
staple cotton shall be made available for 
.sale pursuant to the provisions of title I 

of the act in the same manner as upland 
cotton or any other surplus agricultural 
commodity is made available, and products 
manufactured from upland or long-staple 
cotton shall be made available for sale pur
suant to the provisions of title I of the act 
as long as cotton is in surplus supply, and 
no discriminatory or other conditions shall 
be imposed which will prevent or tend to 
interfere with their sale or availability for 
sale under the act. 

INCREASED LENDING AUTHORITY 
OF EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I send to the desk a proposed order, 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the proposed order. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
UNANIMOUS-_CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That following the reconsidera
tion of the vote on the bill (S. 3149) to in
crease the lending authority of the Export
Import Bank of Washington, and for · other 
purposes, debate on the passage of the bill 
shall be limited to 10 minutes, to be equally 
divided and controlled by Mr. JENNER and 
the majority leader. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, we have an agreement with the 
Senator from Indiana that the Senate 
would -reconsider the action it took in 
passing the Export-Import Bank bill the 
other day. He is Jeaving the city. l 
agreed with him we would limit to 10 
minutes the debate on reconsideration 
of the vote by which the bill was passed. 
Although he urgeq that we have a yea-:
and-nay vote, he finally agreed that 

. there be a ,division. I think if Senators 
will indulge me for about 10 minutes, so 
we can proceed to that matter, perhaps 
we can avoid another rollcall or two. 
I want to accommodate the Senator. He 
has waited several days so that the Sen
ate could reconsider its action. There 
are other Senators who wish to leave 
town. The staff hopes to get away 
early, because the electricity has been 
cut off in several parts of town. If Sen
ators will be as brief as possible, it will 
be appreciated in many quarters. 

The PRESIDING· OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the order pro
posed by the Senator from Texas. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and the order is entered. 

Mr. · JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask that the action by which 
the Senate passed S. 3149, increasing 
the lending authority of the Export-Im
port Bank, be reconsidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the vote is reconsidered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Is the Sen
a tor from Indiana prepared to proceed 
with his statement? 

TWO MORE BILLION DOLLARS FOR THE 
EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, the Sen
ate has just passed a bill providing for 
the spending of billions of dollars. The 
other day I was profoundly shocked by 
the change in procedure by which an 
obligation of up to $2 billion was laid 
on the American people by a Senate vote 
for S. 3149, to increase, by $2 billion, the 
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Jeriding authority of' the Export-Import point 4 and so-called development proj-
Bank. ects under foreign aid. 

This bill was called up March 3, with- Whenever Congress saves a little 
out any indication on the Legislative Cal- ·money at the spigot, the bureaucrats 
endar or in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD find a way to spend many times as much 
tha.t we ·would be voting to add $2 billion ·at the bunghole. 
to our contingent liabilities. So I wonder if we have here another 
. The request for a quorum call was bit of ingenuity by which ICA's Inter
perfunctorily made, and as perfunctorily ·national Development Fund will provide 
withdrawn. the strategy, and the Export-Import 

I think spending $2 billion of the Bank is to supply working capital loans 
American taxpayers' money is too impor- at the right times and places. 
tant not to have some notice and not to One hint in this direction is the 
have a quorum .c~ll in the Sen:;tte. amendment to the Agricultural Surplus 

The entire debate on the bill in the Disposal Act, by which the bank is re
Senate takes up 'only a few lines in the lending the counterpart fuJ?-dS which ac
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. crue from the. sale of ag!Icultural sur-

I do not wish to make any blanket . pluses to foreign countn~. We have 
criticisms of . the Export-Import Bank. -JUSt extended that authority. . 
On the whole, they have tried to make We have bee~ told by propagandiSts 
productive economic loans, and to keep for the Inte!nat10nal. De~elopment Fund 
their operating costs within a narrow that American agncultural. surpluses 
margin should be used to supply capital for the 

I a~ disturbed about two matters. fi~ancing 0~ development projects in 
Why does the bank need two billion, Asia an~ Afnca. . 
if their -loans last year, an unusually Is this how the deed IS to be don~, 
·active year, were one thousand sixty-six under cover ~fa program to help Amen
million? Half of this sum was an emer- can farmers· . 
gency loan to Britain to meet the special · In the rea:ctiO~ary days of the 19th 
problems raised by the Suez crisis. In century, foreign mves~ors were supposed 
addition, the bank collects repayments to put up ~nough capital to pay for the 
of about five hundred million a year. A food of their -y.rorke!s. . . . 
fund of two billion should provide lend- Wha~ a n~ce wmdf~ll It . Will be for 
.ing margin enough for from 2 to 10 or ·the P~Ivate mvest?rs m this bold new 
more years. fin~nCial scheme, If the people of the 

I do not believe our economy is in such Umted States. are taxed to pay the cost 
a shape that we ought to increase the ,of part of their expenses. 
lending authority of the Export-Import We do not ha~e doc1:1mentary proof of 
B nk 'thout a rollcall or a discussion. such a cha~ge m pol~cy, b~t we know 

a WI • . • the unrelentmg zeal With which the pro-
The preside.nt of the National Foreign moters of the International Develop-

Trade Council. recomme,?ded what .he ment Fund pursue their aims. 
. carefu},l~ descnbed ~s a reas~nable mh- '\Ve know the International Develop-
crease m . the l~ndmg a.uthonty of t e ment Fund, for so-called private loans, 
b~~k, b.ut ~hat IS the ~~Ide~ce t~at two is not, and will never be, anything but a 
billion IS a reasonable I~ciease. · drain on the United States Treasury. 

The secot;td puzz~e- anses out of the Our tax funds are given outright to 
firs~. Is thiS surpnsmgly large requ~st the ICA for soft loans, and never come 
-designed to make sure funds are ·avail- back to the Treasury. The Senator from 
able to-the Export-Import Bank, becau~e South Dakota [Mr. CASE] tried to cor
of s?me a~r~ady-agr.eed-on chang~ m rect that evil today, but was defeated. 
lendmg policies of which Congress might The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
not approve? . time of the Senator has expired. 

Is the Export-Import Bank gomg to Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask 
go in for softer loans, ~s the advocates unanimous consent .that 1 may proceed 
of easy money for foreign governments for 3 additional minutes. 
have so persistently demanded? The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

1: -wonder especially if the Export-1m- objection to the request of the Senator 
port Bank is to be synchronized with the from Indiana? The Chair hears none 
new program for international develop- and it is so ordered. ! 
.ment loans to neutral nations · in the Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, if the 
undeveloped continents? foreign aiu planners do intend to use the 

Congress has been properly skeptical Export-Import Bank, and other agencies, 
about this International Development to extend new and softer foreign loans, 
Fund, which was so strongly denounced we know they will never give Congress the 
. in the minority report of the House Com- facts. 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. When we see a gap between the need 

I pointed out some of its dangers in for, perhaps, a half billion dollars, and a 
the debate on foreign aid. request for two billions, for the Export-

Senators will remember how Congress Import Bank, at a time when the Treas
has tried, again and again, to prevent ury must husband every dollar, it is the 
point 4 funds from being used for rna- duty of Senators to try to get what facts 
chinery, services, and. other costJ, which we can get froni behind the curtain of 
should be paid for by the receiving coun- official secrecy. 
try. That is why I am so greatly disturbed 

Congress was so successful in closing by the speed with which this bill has 
this leak that the executive agencies had been moving along. 
to work out another way to get what Hearings lasted only one session. 
they wanted. The only witness was a Government of-

They now get American funds for -ficial, Samuel C. Waugh, President of the 
their local projects by a tie-in between Export-Import Bank, who had formerly 

been Economic Assistant Secretary in 
the State Department. 

No public witnesses testified. 
Public opinion was represented only 

by insertion of two letters. 
With that, the hearings were closed. 
We cannot tell from the record who 

decided on two billions, or why. 
I do not consider that there could ever 

·be a good reason for voting an increase of 
two billions in the potential liabilities 
resting on our people, without the use of 
every legislative means to inform the 
Senators, and to enable even one Senator 
to state his protest against such spend
ing of money we do not have. 

The United States Government is, at 
present, not able to operate with a debt 
ceiling of two hundred seventy-five bil
lions. 

This Congress has recently raised the 
ceiling to two hundred eighty billions, 
and administration experts talk of ask
ing to have the ceiling removed alto
gether. 

Meanwhile, revenues are falling below 
budget estimates. 

We have been told that the Defense 
Department may need billions more for 
.a stepped-up program to meet Soviet 
gains. 

VVe have been asked to vote another 
three and a half billions to the ·com
modity Credit Corporation-which we 
have disposed of. 

We are asking the American people to 
·pay billions more so the executive 
branch can step up its missile and satel
lite program, and, with a straight face, 
asking them to pay three and a half 
billions more to give our farm surpluses 
to Poland, and other satellite states, 
which serve as granaries and arsenals of 
·the Soviet war machine. 

Is this the reason we had to increase 
the debt ceiling by five billions, or is this 
a new commitment? 

Are we going to be told in a few 
months that we have to increase the 
debt ceiling again because Congress has 
voted five and a half billions of new 
credit to these agencies, and, of course, 
the executive agencies always try to do 
exactly what Congress wishes. 

If this is a boobytrap, for committing 
us to a new increase in the debt ceiling, 
1et us take time now to examine what 
we are doing. 

The responsibility for reconciling our 
expenditures, our obligations and our 
taxing power, rests on Congress. 

It is not the responsibility of the 
Budget Bureau, or the executive branch, 
or the President, or the committees of 
Congress . 

It is the responsibility of the Congress 
as a whole. 

Every Member, from every State, is 
responsible. 

The legislative power is clearly vested 
in the Congress. 

The chief legislative power, next to 
making war, is the power to commit the 
people's earnings for precisely defined 
purposes, and within sound political and 
economic limits. 

I repeat--I do not believe Congress can 
ever be justified in voting a commitment 
of $2 billion, for any purpose whatever, 
without the fullest notice, on the calen
car and in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
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and after a real-not a perfunctory- manufacturing and production plants 
quorum call. and ship the materials produced by 

surely we should not condone the au- cheap labor into the United States. 
thorizing of two billions of new liabilities Mr. JENNER. The Senator is cor-
on the American people, with so little rect. 
participation by the Senate as a whole. Mr. MALONE. Using cheap labor for 

A similar situation arose in connection that purpose? 
with the Senate's advice and consent to Mr. JENNER. That is correct. 
treaties, binding us in foreign policy. Mr. MALONE. Does the distinguished 

After the spectacle of a treaty passed Senator from Indiana believe that 
when only one or two Senators were process is of benefit to the United States 
present, the Senate changed its proce- and a help in employing American work
dures to call for a yea-and-nay vote on ingmen now going out on the streets in 
treaties. droves and for the protection of Ameri-

I believe the strain on our finances is cans in shops? 
so great today that no bill which author- Mr. JENNER. No. I think it is a 
izes the spending of billions, or commits detriment. I think the Senator put it 
the credit of the Federal Government, very well when he said that if we keep 
should pass the Senate without a record on doing this Walter Reuther one of 
vote. these days will be riding down the 
AMERICAN WORKINGMEN AND INVESTORS FI• StreetS Of America in a foreign-made 

NANCING THEIR OWN COMPETITION automobile WaVing at the WOrkerS Of 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The America who are unemployed because 

of such policies. 
time of the Senator from Indiana has Mr. MALONE. I said that 4 or 5 
expired. years ago, and many thought it was a 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. joke, but they are on the street now. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Is this Mr. Waugh, the President of 

Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON] is the Export-Import Bank, the same per
recognized. son who represented the United States 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the at Geneva, where the 36 foreign nations 
Senator yield? are dividing our markets among them 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- under the General Agreements on Tar
dent, I yield to the Senator from Nevada ifis and Trade-GATT-organized un-
[Mr. MALONE]. der the 1934 Trade Agreement Act? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. ·President, I ask Mr. JENNER. That is correct. He 
unanimous consent that I may be per- was with the Department of State be
mitted 3 or 4 minutes to ask a few ques- for he went to the Export-Import Bank. 
tions of the distinguished Senator from Mr. MALONE. When those countries 
Indiana. agree to lower tariffs in their multi-

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- lateral trade agreements, is not that 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I obligation waived so long as they can 
may yield to the senator from Nevada show they are short of dollar balances? 
for 2 minutes, so that he may ask ques- Mr. JENNER. That is correct. 
tions of the Senator from Indiana. Mr. MALONE. As a matter of fact, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there then they are not bound to keep the 
objection to the request of the Senator trade agreements with us. However, we 
from Texas? The Chair hears none, are bound and are the only free-trade 
and it is so ordered. nation in the world; they protect them-

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I selves-their nation from imports
should like to ask the distinguished Sen- through tariffs, . import permits, ex
ator from Indiana if the Export-Import change permits, and manipulation of the 
Bank is not a bank set up especially to price of their money in terms of the 
loan money to foreign nations to build dollar for trade advantage. 
manufacturing and processing plants Mr. JENNER. I think the Senator 
and to employ the cheap labor of the is correct. 
foreign countries, furnishing the mar- Mr. MALONE. The taxpayers of 
kets of those countries and sending the America--
sweat shop labor products into this The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
country? time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. JENNER. The Senator is cor- Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
rect. dent, I yield the Senator an additional 

Mr. MALONE. There are three other minute. 
organizations; the International Mone- Mr. MALONE. The taxpayers of 
tary Fund-organized by Harry Dexter America, the workingmen and inves
White-the International Bank for Re- tors of this Nation are financing their 
construction and Development, and the · own cheap-labor competition-their very 
International Finance Corporation-all downfall; is that not correct? 
loaning money to foreign nations and to Mr. JENNER. There is no question 
American corporations to build plants in about that. Let us finish this debate 
foreign cheap labor countries to com- some other day, if that is agreeable to 
pete in American markets under the the Senator. 
1934 Trade Agreement Act-the so- Mr. MALONE. All right. 
called Reciprocal Trade Act. Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

Mr. JENNER. The International dent, I yield back the remainder of my 
Monetary Fund? time, with the understanding that the 

Mr. MALONE. Yes. Those other Senator from Indiana will yield back 
three organizations not only loan money the remainder of his time; and I ask for 
to foreign countries, but they loan a division on the passage of the bill. 
money to American corporations, so Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I yield 
that they may go abroad to build such back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. 

The question is on final passage of the 
bill. On this question a division has 
been requested. 

On a division, the bill (S. 3149) was 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Export-Im
port Bank Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended-

( 1) by striking out "$4,000,000,000." from 
section 6 and inserting in -lieu thereof "$6,· 
000,000,000."; and 

(2) by striking out "$5,000,000,000." from 
section 7 and inserting in lieu thereof "$7,-
000,000,000." 

PROPOSED FEDERAL TRADE COM
MISSION JURISDICTION TO PRE
VENT MONOPOLISTIC ACTS IN 
MEAT. AND MEATPACKING COM
MERCE 
Mr . . JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar No. 706, 
Senate bill 1356. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8. 
1356) to amend the antitrust laws by 
vesting in the Federal Trade Commission 
jurisdiction to prevent monopolistic acts 
or practices and other unlawful re
straints in commerce by certain persons 
engaged in commerce in meat and meat 
products, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON]. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend
ment, to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That (a) subsection (6) of section 5 (a) 
of the Federal Trade Commission Act, as 
amended (66 Stat. 632; 15 U. S. C. 45 (a) 
( 6) ) , is amended to read as follows: 

" ( 6) The Commission is empowered and 
directed to prevent persons, partnerships, or 
corporations, except banks, common carriers 
subject to the acts to regulate commerce, and 
air carriers and foreign air carriers sUbject 
to the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, from 
using unfair methods of competition in com
merce and unfair or deceptive acts or prac
tices in c'ommerce." 

(b) Section 2 (a) of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act, 1921, as amended (42 Stat. 
159, as amended; 7 U. S. C. 182), is amended 
by striking out: 

(1) paragraph (3) thereof; and 
(2) paragraph (5) thereof. 
(c) The title of such act (7 U. S. C. 181, 

et seq.) and the title of the act where it 
appears in the preamble of the act of Au
gust 14, 1935 (49 Stat. 648), are amended by 
striking out the words "livestock products, 
dairy products" and the words "poultry 
products, and eggs." · 

(d) Section 2 (b) of such act (42 Stat. 
159; 7 U. S. C. 183) is amended by striking 
out the words "and meat-packing industries, 
whereby livestock, meats, meat food prod
ucts, livestock products, dairy products, poul
try, poultry products, or eggs," and inserting 
in lieu thereof the words "industry, and 
whereby livestock." 

(e) ~tle II of such act (42 Stat. 160; 7 
U. S. C. 191-195) is repealed. 

(f) Sections 401 and 403 of such act (42 
Stat; 168; 7 U. S. C. 221, 223) are amended 
by striking out, in each such section where-
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ever they appear, the word "packer," and the 
words "packer or any live poultry dealer or 
handler." 

(g) Section 502 (a) of such act (49 Stat. 
648; 7 U.S. C. 218a (a)) is amended by strik~ 
ing out the words "packers as defined in title 
U of said act and railroads", and inserting 
in lieu thereof the words "a railroad." 

(h) Section 502 (b) of such act (49 Stat. 
648; 7 U. S. C 218a (b)) is amended by in~ 
serting, immediately after the words "this 
act", the words "or the Federal Trade Com~ 
mission Act." 

(i) Section 503 of such act (49 Stat. 649; 7 
U. S. c. 218b) is amended by striking out 
the first sentence thereof. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, on behalf of the acting minority 
leader, the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY], and myself, I send to 
the desk a proposed unanimous-consent 
agreement and ask fo~ its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
proposed agreement will be read. 

The proposed unanimous-consent 
agreement was read, as follows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Ordered, That during the consideration 

of S. 1356 (Calendar No. 706) to amend the 
antitrust laws by vesting in the Federal 
Trade Commission jurisdiction to prevent 
monopolistic acts or practices and other un
lawful restraints in commerce by certain 
persons engaged in commerce in meat and 
meat products, and for other purposes, de
bate shall be limited as follows: 

Two hours upon any substitute and 30 
minutes upon any other amendment, motion 
or appeal, except a motion to lay on the 
table, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the mover of any such amendment or 
motion and the majority leader: Provided, 
That in the event the majority leader is in 
favor of any such amendment or motion, 
the time in opposition thereto shall be con
trolled by the minority leader or some Sena
tor designated by him: Provided fur.ther, 
That no amendment that is not germane to 
the provisions of the said bill shall be re
ceived. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the said bill debate shall 
be limited to 2Y:z hours, to be equally di
vided and controlled, respectively, by the 
majority and minority leaders: Provided, 
That the said leaders, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the 
passage of the said bill, allot additional time 
to any Senator during the consideration of 
any amendment, motion, or appeal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the proposed unanimous
consent agreement? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ob
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob
jection is heard. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 11 
O'CLOCK A. M. TOMORROW 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate concludes its delibera
tions today, it stand in recess until 11 
o'clock a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ACTION OF TEXAS RATI..ROAD COM
MISSION IN REDUCING ALLOW .. 
ABLE OIL FOR APRIL 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, an item has just come in over the 

news ·ticker which darkens an already 
bleak picture. It reads as follows: · 

AusTIN.-The Texas Railroad Commission 
today slashed the State's oil allowable for 
April 120,203 barrels dally, and set produc~ 
ing days on a new all time low schedule of 8. 

The total allowable was pegged at 2,444,~ 
571 barrels daily. 

The Texas Railroad Commission meet
ing today has cut the oil allowable in 
April to 8 days-an alltime low 
schedule. 

Mr. President, the Texas Railroad 
Commission acted as it did out of grim 
necessity. Under all the circumstances 
it had no choice. 
- This news further accentuates the ur
gency of the situation. It is to be hoped 
that we will soon get firm action on the 
important issue of imports. 

WHAT BARTER VOTE MEANS 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

want th~ record clear as to what the 
Senate has done today in voting, 44 to 
39, against expanding the Department 
of Agriculture's barter operations. 

We have given a green light to halting 
barter. 

We have gone on record against trad
ing surplus agricultural commodities for 
which we lack a cash market, and which 
are costly to store, for materials of 
which our country lacks enough, and 
which are less expensive to store. 

The majority of the Senate has re
jected an opportunity to save upwards 
of $100 million a year in storage costs. 

The Senate rejected the experienced 
advice of American business firms en
gaged in grain exports, and has taken 
instead the advice of the politicians of 
the Department of Agriculture which, to 
say the least, have a sorry record of 
marketing operations. 

The Senate has in effect said protec
tion of foreign producers is more im
portant than protection of our own farm 
producers. 

The majority of those present and 
voting has turned down a chance to aid 
our farm producers and mineral pro
ducers at the same time, by restricting 
barter that would have automatically 
moved more of the mineral supply into 
tightly locked stockpiles and thereby 
bolstered prices for supplies remaining 
on the free market. 

In view of all the confusing distortions 
used to bring about this result, I am not 
surprised by the result. 

The record is quite clear as to what 
this action, unless it is reversed in the 
other House, will do to future barter 
operations by the Department of Agri
cultw·e. 

All the legislative history and hearing 
testimony show the Department, under 
existing law, has imposed restrictions 
virtually halting barter operations. 

The entire purport and objective of 
the proposed legislation was to tell the 
Department the Senate wanted that ac
tion reversed-that Congress wanted 
barter resumed. 

The Senate has now said just the op
posite. It has put the stamp of approval 
on restrictive regulations imposed by a 
Department official who has openly said 
he is against all barter. Approval of his 

policies can only be accepted by him as a 
mandate to quit using one of the eifec.; 
tive tools Congress has created for him 
in the past for disposal and sale of farm 
surpluses. 

In view of the vote, it will be signifi
cant to see in the future ·which Members 
of this body complain about the surplus 
they refused to help move-and which 
Members of this body complain about 
the cost of storage for farm commodities 
they refused to help curtail. 

It is also interesting to see who is 
really interested in supporting private 
American trade and who expressed a 
preference for keeping marketing in the 
hands of the Department of Agriculture, 
over the objection of the private trade. 

I regret that by our action we have 
formally sanctioned executive repudia
tion of legislative judgment. 

That is what really happened. For 
several years Congress has made it clear 
it wanted the Department of Agricul
ture to engage in barter. The Depart
ment decided otherwise. When the Sen
ate was called upon to reaffirm the intent 
of past legislation, it concurred in the 
Department's defiance of expressed leg
islative intent. 

Where this can lead no one can tell, 
but we may have opened a Pandora's 
box we shall live to regret. 

It is particularly regrettable that so 
much misinformation was used in bring
ing about this result, misinformation 
apparently supplied, in large part, by the 
Department of Agriculture. 

To help keep the record straight, Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the REcoRD two tele
grams I have· just received from respon
sible American businessmen objecting 
strongly to erroneous information used 
in the Senate debate yesterday as part 
of the effort to reject barter. 

There being no objection, the tele
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NEW YORK, N.Y., March 20,1958. 
Senator HuBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

Senate Office Building, 
'Washington, D. 0.: 

Mr. AIKEN, we note from the CONGRES• 
SIONAL RECORD Of yesterday, implied that 
four-tenths percent discounts were being al~ 
lowed under barter to commodity buyers in 
Western Europe. When barter was operating 
freely discounts never approached four
tenths percent and averaged closer to 1 to 
lY:z percent. What is occurring today is 
strictly academic since barter virtually does 
not exist, and certainly none is going to 
Western Europe. Furthermore, under pres
ent restrictions, barter under any discount 
is extremely dangerous and undesirable. 
Even when discounts averaged 1 to lY:z per
cent they were discounts allowed to com
modity people such as ourselves and did not 
determine how we sold abroad. Sales prices 
to our customers abroad were determined by 
competition and not by discounts received. 
Furthermore, in many instances, CCC prices 
in this country were out of line with free~ 
market prices here, in which cases discounts 
were necessary to bring CCC prices in line, 
as of course barter grain had to be pur~ 
chased from CCC stocks. Barter, therefore, 
always tended to give a higher return to CCC 
for commodities and also tended to keep 
prices higher in this country. 

JAcK McBRmE, 
Standard Milling co. 



4880 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:...:_ SENATE March 20. 
NEW YoRK, N. Y., March 20, 1958. 

Hon. HUBERT HuMPHREY, 
United std,tes $enate, 
' Washington, D. C:: 

According to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I 
understand Senator AIKEN asked you the 
question whether or not you would still be 
in favor of barter if you realized. that Amer
ican comm.odi ties were being sold a broad at 
discounts ranging from 4 to 10 percent. The 
normal discounts to cover the exporter ac
cepting responsibility to export the agricul
tural commodities in exchange for the ma
terial that is imported is 1 to 1 Y2 percent. 
Any discount below this level is on account 
of the restrictions that have been put on the 
movement of grain for export through barter 
transactions by the Department of Agricul
ture. Should the present amendment to 
Public Law 480 be approved by the Congress 
this discount would most likely be 1 percent 
or less and as you know the grain exporte_r 
is obligated to buy the grain from the Com
modity Credit Corporation whereas many 
times free-market grain is offered at . a 
cheaper price than the Commodity Credit 
prices. Furthermore this discount enables 
the American exporter to sell American grain 
abroad in competition with Argentina, Aus
tralia, and other competitive grain exporting 
countries. 

CROFTON GRAIN Co., 
CHARLES B. CROFTON. 

BIENNIAL CONVENTION OF NA
TIONAL FARMERS UNION 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
National Farmers Union held its bien
nial convention in Denver, Colo., March 
1.6-20. Among the speakers heard by 
the delegates and visitors .from 25 States 
was the former President of t;he United 
States, the Honorable Harry S. Truman; 
the Nobel Prize winner and first secre
tary general of the Food and Agri
cultural Organization of the United Na
tions, Lord John Boyd Orr; and the 
capable and energetic Washington col
umnist, Doris Fleeson. 

This was a great occasion, Mr. Presi
dent, and I know that many of this 
body wish that they might have been 
present. One of our colleagues in par
ticular, the distinguished junior Sena
tor from Colorado [Mr. CARROLL], had a 
special right to be proud that the na
tional convention was held on his home 
ground. 

Our colleague sent a telegram to 
President James G. Patton of the Na
tional Farmers Union in connection 
with President Truman's appearance in 
Denver. I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of the Senator's telegram be 
printed at this point in my remarks, to
gether with a message which I sent to 
the Farmers Union. · 

There being no objection, the tele
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MARCH 18, 1958. 
President JAMES G. PATTON, 

National Farmers Union, 
Denver, Colo.: · 

I am honored to be permitted to join with 
you and my friends of the Farlllers Union in 
expressing on this historic occasion our heart
felt gratitude and deep sincere thanks to a 
great American. 

Much bas been written about Harry Tru· 
man the President, the man of the people. 

Less has been written about Harry Tru
man the scholar, the student of American 
history and American tradition. 

Yet historians will conclude that Harry 
Truman the President is inseparable from 
Harry Truman the scholar. The .scholar 
shaped the statesman. . 

It was Harry Truman's profound under
·standing of the Constitution and Bill of 
Rights that inspired his stanch advocacy 
of freedom in all its forxns. 

It was his deep sensitivity to the nature 
of the American democracy and human dig
nity that stimulated his passion for equality 
of opportunity regardless of race, religion, 
color, or station in life. · 

The long struggle between liberty and 
tyranny was intimately studied and compre
hended by Mr. Truman. This knowledge was 
the root of his determination to unite free 
nations against aggression. 

Mr. Truman's understanding of the Con
stitution's general welfare provision and its 
application to American progress and Ameri
can family life guided his hand in the proper 
exercise of governmental leadership in eco-
nomic and social progress. . 

Because Harry Truman was a scholar of the 
past he was able to master the present and 
prepare for the future. 

Because as a scholar he was sensitive to 
the American heritage, he was able to act 
with confidence, with boldness, with vision. 
And it is a tribute to his wisdom that on no 
major issue affecting the security ·or eco
nomic stability of this Nation did Harry 
Truman make an unwise decision. 

Harry Truman's era in the Presidency has 
become a symbol of triumph of the American 
democratic W'4Y of life for now and forever. 

. JOHN A. CARROLL, 
United States Senator. 

MARCH 18, 1958. 
JAMES PATTON, 

President, National Farmers Union, 
Denver, Colo.: 

Greetings and good wishes to farmer-dele
gates gathered for the annual convention of 
the National Farmers Union. Your ener
getic and effective work in behalf of farm 
;families is producing results in the Congress, 
as our great victory last week proves in mak
ing sure we hold the line until we can pro
vide an improved farm program. Know you 
will hear an inspiring message from one of 
greatest friends farmers ever had in the 
White House, our former_ President Harry S. 
Truman. Your presentation of an award to 
President Truman -for his distinguished 
service to agriculture is a deserved tribute, 
carrying with it the deep gratit1,1de of thou
sands of farm famllies. They have found 
out once more what it is like to. try and 
exist in the face of Republican neglect and 
unconcern in highest counsels of our Gov
ernment. That never happened under Harry 
S. Truman. The only way you can keep it 
from happening in the future is to make 
sure you have friends of agriculture in the 
White House. 

HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. President Truman 
delivered an effective, hard-hitting 
speech on farm policy. I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of that address, 
delivered on Tuesday, March 18, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY HARRY S. TRUMA~, FORMER PRESI

DENT OF THE U~ITED STATES, TO THE BIEN• 
NIAL CONVENTION OF THE NATIONAL FARMERS 
UNIO+'f, TuESDAY, MARCH 18, 1958, SHIRLl!:Y• 

SAVOY HOTEL IN DENVER, COLO. 
I am going to talk to you about agriculture 

and politics. And if you think those two 
things don't go together, you're decidedly off 
the beam. 

· Iliformed ·farmers have a sayfng to the 
effect that farm prices are inade inWashing
ton. That is just as right ·as can be. When 
you have an administration in Washington 
against the farmer, then the farmer is going 
to have a very bad time. On the either hand, 
when you have a friendly and sympathetic 
admil:iistration that works for the farmer's 
welfare, it is possible to improve the farm 
situation. · We t>roved that conclusively dur
ing the 20 years from 1933 to 1953. 

The equation in this business of agricul
ture arid politics is just as simple as it can 
be. There are two major political parties 
in this country. One of them is the Repub
lican Party, and it is bad for the farmers. 
The other is the Democr~tic Party, and the 

. Democratic Party is the farmer's friend and 
his best hope for the future. 

I stood on the platform at the Democratic 
Convention in Philadelphia in 1948 and said 
that any farmer who voted Republican ought 
to have his head examined. That was true 
in 1948, and it was true again in 1952 and 
1956. It is still true and will be true again 
in 1960. 

I think the farmers have finally found this 
out. I think they have learned their lesson. 
They said, "I like Ike." They voted for Ike 
and got Ezra. And after 5 years of Ezra Taft 
Benson there are very few American farmers 
who have not come to their political senses. 
I don't feel .the least bit sorry for your pres
ent predicament. You brought it on your-
selves, after I'd warned you. · 

But you ought not to blame Secretary Ben
son too much. After all, he is met:ely carrying 
out the policy of Eisenhower. Both of them 
are merely carrying out the policy of the Re
publican Party-the special interest people 
who really pull the strings in the Republican 
Party. If you want to know who they are, 
just take a look at a few figures. Farm-ers' 
prices have been going down, and consumer 
prices have been going up. The spread has 
been getting larger and larger, and the farm
ers' share of the consumer dollar has been 
getting smaller and smaller. Now the big 
question is who has been getting the differ
ence. When you find the answer to that, you 
will have solved the mystery. Let's look at a 
few figures. 

In 1952, the last year of the Democratic 
administration, the farmer got 47 cents out 
of every dollar spent by the consumer for 
food bought in retail stores. In 1957, the 
farmer got only 40 cents out of every retail 
dollar. That's 7 cents more that the proc
essor and middleman took out of the food 
dollar, and 7 cents less for the farmer. 

The consumer has not benefited by this. 
He paid 2 percent more for food in 1957 than 
he did in 1952. And the farmer has lost, 
too, not only in relation to the middleman, 
but absolutely. Farm prices went down 157f! 
percent from 1952 to 1957. · 

But if you turn to the profit figures ot the 
food processors and manufacturers, you can 
see, right away, who has been winning with 
the Republican farm program under Benson 
and Eisenhower. The profits after taxes of 
manufacturers of food products and related 
products rose remarkably. In 1956, their 
profits were 36 percent higher than they were 
in 1952 (taking profits as a percentage of 
sales), and some of the big companies were 
way above even this 36-percent increase. 
The profits of the .Big Three dairy companies 
(Borden's, National Dairy, and Beatrice 
Foods) were up an average of 55 percent in 
1956 over 1952. The Big Four meatpackers 
(Cudahy, Wilson, Armour, and Swift) were 
up 121 percent for the period, taking the 
average, with only 1 ·of· the 4 showing a de
cline. The grocery chainstores were doing 
even better. Safeway's ··profits·were 246 per:
cent more in 1956 than they were in 1952. 
And the cereal companies, 11ke Quaker Oats, 
were making tremendous gains as well, with 
their profits rising 50, 70~ and ln 1 case 
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even 200 percent. And all these figures are 
for profits after taxes. 

Well, that's where the money is going, 1f 
you want to know. Lower prices for the 
farmer, higher prices for the consumer, a 
bigger share of the food dollar for the proc
essor and the distributor-and whopping big 
profits for the big packers, the big dairies, 
and the big chainstores. 

I think those figures tell the story. I 
think they show who pulls the strings in the 
Republican Party and in the Department of 
Agriculture. Do you think they run the 
Department of Agriculture for the benefit 
of the farmers, or for the benefit of the 
meatpackers and processors? 

Never before can I remember when we ha_d 
skyrocketing prices for the consumer and a 
depression at the same time. It takes an 
administrative genius at the top of the Gov
ernment to accomplish that. 

Does Ezra Taft Benson listen to the farm
ers, or does he listen to the United States 
Chamber of Commerce and the National 
Association of Manufacturers? 

I have often said t_hat the Republicans try 
to turn the clock backward. They have given 
us conclusive proof of that all over again in 
the way they have blocked a farm program 
for the benefit of the farmer. The Demo
crats had a good program. It was not per
fect, and we were still trying to improve it. 
But it was serving the farmer well and serv
ing the country well. 

Now I want to make this point. Our pro
gram had been worked out over a period of 
years on the basis of hard experience. Go 
back a number of years with me. This, you 
know, is not the first Republican farm de
pression. We have had a number of them. 
We had one in the 1890's, one in the 1920's 
and early 1930's. The Congress passed some 
bills then to help the t:_armers, and they were 
vetoed by Republican Presidents. History 
has a way of repeating itself. I shouldn't be 
surprised to see another Republican Presi
dent veto a farm bill this year. Ike sounds 
more like an old-time Republican President 
every day. 

I saw a sign at a meeting in Minnesota not 
long ago that said, "I like Ike, but I wonder 
1f he likes me." And there's that other one 
that they are reporting from Detroit: "I like 
Ike, but I'd rather have a job." 

Now to get to this farm program that we 
worked oufi when we had Democratic Presi
dents who would cooperate with the Congress 
to help the farmer. We found out that by 
helping the farmer with the orderly produc
tion and marketing of his crops, the supply 
could be kept in reasonable balance with 
demand. We found that by supporting farm 
prices at reasonable levels we could help him 
to attain a fair share of the national income. 
The story is a long and complex one. The 
essence of it is written in what happened to 
farm income in the years from 1933 to 1952. 
In that period, ,the net income of the aver
age farmer increased 10 times. 

- This was not a simple program-this farm 
program of the New Deal and the Fair Deal. 
It was big and complicated and had many 
parts. It was dimcult to administer. But we 
found at least one man who could make it 
work. He is right here with us now-Charlie 
Brannan. 

I always knew Charlie was a good Secretary 
of Agriculture. He was emcient and honest, 
and he knew his job and he did it. There 
was a time when some people disagreed with 
me in that opinion. But Ezra Taft Benson 
has changed all that. The worst critics 
Charlie Brannan ever had would be very 
glad to have _him back now. 

In 1953, the Republicans came in and 
started trying to tear down everything we 
had done. And they have very nearly suc
ceeded. How well they have succeeded only 
the :farmers can say. Secretary Benson 
started right out to lower support prices, 

and he has been lowering them right along. 
He is stlll at lt. He lowers support prices, 
and farm income goes down. He lowers sup
port prices, and farm surpluses pile up. He 
lowers support prices again, and consumer 
food prices go higher and higher. He lowers 
support prices again, and the processors' 
profits skyrocket. He lowers support prices 
again, and the cost to the Government goes 
out of sight. You can hardly believe all these 
things would be possible at the same time, 
but this man is a real magician. He's in a 
class by himself. 

To top it all off, no matter what happens, 
Mr. Benson blames it all on what the Demo
crats did before he took omce. Of course, he 
is wrong about this. He has been wrong all 
along in his and the Republican Party's 
farm program. The simple test is this. 
How did the farmers get along before Ben
son, and how are they getting along now 
under the Republicans? How did the farm 
program work under the Democrats, and 
what are the results under the Republicans? 
How could Benson take the program that 
was working well under Charlie Brannan 
and do to the farmers all the things he has 
done to them? I don't know how, but I don't 
believe it was an accident. 

Let's take a look at some figures that show 
how the farm ' program worked before Ben
son, under a Democratic administration, 
and how · it has worked under the Republi
cans. 

Let's take net farm income first. In 1951, 
it was.$16 billion. In 1952, it was $15 billion. 

_In 1957, it was only a little over $12 billion, 
a drop in the annual return of around $4 bil
lion, and since 1951 the cumulative loss to 
the farmer has amounted to almost $20 
billion. 

And while the farmers' net income was 
fa111ng, year after year, the cost of the farm 
program to the taxpayer was rising, year after 
year. Do you remember, back in 1952, how 

· the _Republicans were saying that our farm 
programs cost too much? How the waste 
and extravagance of the Democrats had to 
be stopped? How the burdensome sur
pluses had to be eliminated? If ·there was 
one thing the Republicans promised the 
country in 1952 it was a cheaper farm pro-

. gram. But what was the result? If I didn't 
have the figures before me here, I would 
hardly believe this. 

The cost of the farm program under Eisen
hower and Benson has doubled, tripied, and 
quadrupled. Charlie Brannan ran the De
partment of Agriculture at an average cost of 
about a billion dollars a year. Today under 
Ezra Taft Benson, it will cost the taxpayer 
$5,300,000,000 a year-an increase of around 
$4 billion. And Government farm surplus 
stocks are now at a level of about $7 billion. 

So here is the net result of the Eisenhower
Benson regime: Loss to the farmer, $4 billion 
a year; loss to the taxpayer, $4 billion a year; 
total loss to the Nation, $8 biliion a year. 
Multiply that by 8 years, and you'll have a 
rough idea of what is meant by Republican 
economy. 

Benson has cost us so much we ought to 
call him "Expensive Ezra." And he is going 
to cost the Republicans something more too. 
He is going to cost them the elections in 
1958 and 1960. 

But, as I have said before, it is wrong to 
l;>lame this monstrosity of a program on Ben
son alone. This is the Republlcan farm 
program. If you could get rid of Benson, 
you probably wouldn't cha.nge a thing. 
This is a Republican program, and the pro
gram of the big business interests who con
trol the Republican Party. It is their pro
gram, because they believe the only answer to 
the problems of American agriculture is to 
put it through the wringer-to reduce the 
number of farmers and then let big busi
ness dominate those who are lett on the 
land. · This is what is happening, behind the 

smokescreen of propaganda that emanates 
from VVashingto~ 

Now let me point out something else. 
The Republican farm program is perhaps the 
most conspicuous failure of this Republi
can administration, but it 1s not the only 
one. Our big-business government has been 
just as wrong in other domestic policies. Its 
high interest rates and tight-money policy 
have run our entire economy into an en
tirely unjustifiable recession. This Repub
lican administration has been just as wrong 
in its foreign policies and defense policies. 
This Republican administration, through 
blundering, mismanagement, and refusal to 
face the facts, has led our country into a 
position of great international peril. 

The great aim of this country should be 
peace, and to keep the country at peace, one 
of the requisites is that we should have 
strong defenses-stronger than those of our 
great antagonist · in world affairs-Soviet 
Russia. If Russia attains greater military 
power than we have, if Russia can impose its 
will on ours by the threat of using superior -
force, our freedom will be at an end. 

Most citizens, I suppose, believed that this 
Republican administration was taking good 
care of the defenses of the country. I be
lieved that they were neglecting them, from 
the day in 1953, when they cut $5 b1llion off 
the planned expansion of the Air Force, but I 
could not get many people to share my· con
cern. Then last fall the Russians launched 
an earth satellite, using rockets of tremen
dous power, months before we were able to 
place even a tiny satellite in orbit around 
the earth. This fact showed, more dearly 
than anything else, that our defense effort 
was not keeping first place in the world. 
During the period of the Eisenhower
Republican complacency we had been cut
ting our defenses, and the Russians had been 
doggedly and secretly forging ahead. 

But this failure is only part of the total 
record of failure that this administration 
has written in international affairs. Our 
country used to be honored and respected . 
overseas-but today . our allies are slipping 
away from us and bitter criticism is sup
planting the spirit of unity that formerly 
held the free nations together in the face 
of common danger. Our peril .now is that 
in time of crisis, such as we had forced upon 
us by the enemy at Pearl Harbor and in 
Korea, we may fail to obtain the united sup
port of all the free nations. If we have to 
go it alone against the deadly foe Of freedom, 
the sacrifices and burdens we have undergone 
hitherto, during this century of strife and 
conflict to prot'ect our Nation, will seem 
trifling and insignificant by comparison. 

Weakness begets danger. A slackenltig of 
defense programs and the deterioration of 
our international alliances make us weaker 
in the eyes of the Russians. And so the 
threats to peace are multiplied by the negli
gent administration of our foreign affairs. 
The danger from Communist Russia is a con
stant peril to us, no matter what we do, but 
our own Government ought not to aggravate 
it by weakenbig the position of our Nation 
in the world. And yet this is the net result 
of the wropg policies which the Republican 
administration in Washington has pursued. 

If you want to improve the welfare of 
the farmer; 1f you want to restore prosperity; 
if you want to strengthen our defenses; if you 
want to repair the injury that has been done 
to the 'international security of the country; 
there is one clear-cut thing you can do. You 
can vote for a Democratic Congress in 1958, 
and for a Democratic President in 1960. 

THE FARM PROBLEM 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 

United Press performed a public service 
recently by presenting a series of three 
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articles to newspapers throughout the 
country giving the pros and cons of farm 
issues confronting the country. 

I wish to commend this wire service for 
seeing that opportunity was provided for 
differing viewpoints to be presented, to 
counteract the one-sided story so often 
being given the public these days. 

The series included an opening article 
by a United Press reporter, who covers 
the Department of Agriculture, an article 
which I prepared at the request of the 
United Press, and an article written by 
·Secretary of Agriculture Benson. 

I ask unanimous consent that the three 
articles in question be printed at this 
point in the RECORD-the opening article 
from the News-Gazette, of Champaign
Urbana, Ill., published March 4; my 
article from the St. Paul Dispatch of 
March 5; and Secretary Benson's article 
from the Boston Traveler, published the 
same day. All three of these newspapers 
published the entire series, as did hun
dreds of other newspapers. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Champaign-Urbana (Ill.) News

Gazette of March 4, 1958] 
FARM OUTPUT UP AS INCOME DROPS; SERIES 

TELLS DILEMMA, PROPOSALS 
(EDITOR'S NOTE.-This is the first of three 

dispatches on the farm problem, which af
fects every American who raises food or fiber, 
buys them, or pays taxes. Tuesday's dis
·patch, by the United Press reporter who 
covers the Agriculture Department, tells 
what the problem is. Subsequent dispatches, 
written by Secretary of Agriculture Ezra T. 
Benson and Senator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
Democrat, Minnesota, will tell how the ad
ministration and its critics propose to solve 
the problem.) 

(By Gaylord P. Godwin) 
WASHINGTON.-The Government is spend

ing about $5 billion a year to help farmers. 
In spite of this massive transfusion from 

the Treasury, agriculture remains a chron
ically sick industry. The average per capita 
income of the 20 million Americans who live 
on farms is less than half that of nonfarm 
families. 

The farm problem boils down to the fact 
that agriculture production continues to out
run consumption-even though the total 
population is rapidly increasing while the 
farm population steadily decreases. 

The reason is simple : A technological revo
lution has been going on in farming. The 
tractor has taken the place of the mule. 
Many farm operations once laboriously per
formed by hand-like picking cotton-can 
now be done with fast-moving machines. 
Farmers have better seeds, better fertilizers, 
better chemicals to combat plant insects and 
diseases. They have greatly improved meth
ods of raising livestock. 

All this had led to a sharp increase in farm 
productivity. . 

The technological revolution has frustrated 
the Government's efforts to curb farm pro
duction by cutting back the number of 
acres under cultivation. 

Where do we go from here? 
The Eisenhower administration favors a 

more flexible system of Government price 
supports for basic crops--cotton, corn, wheat, 
rice, peanuts, tobacco, and dairy products. 
Farm law now requires that the Government 
support the prices of these crops-mainly by 
taking surplus supplies off the market at a 
level of at least 75 percent of fair price parity. 

The administration has asked for authority 
to lower the support level of 60 percent of 
parity in some cases. Farmers might get less 
per bushel, but they could sell more bushels. 

Farm-State Congressmen are pushing sev• 
eral alternative solutions. Some want high 
price supports and strict planting restric
tions. Some favor a two-price plan under 
which commodities sold on the domestic 
market would pay direct subsidies to farm
ers to make up the difference between the 
market price and a fair price. 

One prediction can be made about what
ever new "farm program" emerges from this 
controversy: It will be costly to the taxpay
ers. 

Since the end of World War II, the Gov
ernment has sustained a net loss of $4,667,-
500,000 on farm price support operations. 
At present, it has an additional $7,200,362,-
000 tied up in surplus farm commodities 
which the Government has bought or is 
holding under loan in warehouses. 

These totals do not include the $1.783 bil
lion which has been paid to farmers during 
the past 3 years under the Soil Bank plan 
of taking land out of cultivation. Nor do 
they include the billions that have been 
spent to aid farmers in soil conservation 
practices, agricultural research, marketing 
studies, and export subsidy operations. 

Who are the beneficiaries of this Govern
ment aid? · 

Secre.tary of Agriculture Ezra T. Benson 
says the lion's share goes to big commercial 
farms, and that small "family" farms get 
little if any benefit from price support pro
grams. 

While some may dispute this, it is a fact 
that the technological revolution has 
brought a sharp trend toward large commer
cial farms, many of which specialize in a 
single price-supported crop. 

Of the 4,738,000 farms in this country, 56 
percent qualify as "small" operations-they 
have market sales of less than $2,500 a year. 
The remaining 44 percent are classed as 
"commercial" farms. 

More than 90 percent of the farm prod
ucts put on the market last year came from 
the commerical farms. 

Some agricultural experts believe that, no 
matter what temporary relief the Govern
ment may provide, small farmers eventually 
face the choice of joining the trend toward 
big mechanized farms or getting off the 
land. 

Many of them have already left the land. 
The farm population in 1950 was 25 million. 
In 1957, it was 20 million, a drop of 20 per
cent in 7 years. Farm workers in 1947 num
bered 10,400,000. Ten years later their num
ber was 7,600,000, a drop of 26 percent. 
Most of the farmers who left the land and 
went to town were small or part-time farm
ers. 

This drop in farm population makes per 
capita farm income look good, after a fash
ion. The Agriculture Department recently 
announced that the 1957 per capita income 
of farmers was a record $993, up 10 percent 
from 1956. This was possible because of a 
sharp drop in farm population-leaving 
fewer farmers to participate in the total 
kitty. 

Even at the record 1957 lead, however, 
per capita income of farmers doesn't com
pare well with the $2,050 per capita income 
of the nonfarm population. 

The overall "parity ratio" which meas
ures farmers' purchasing power in terms of 
prices received and prices paid is 82 percent 
at present. It was 107 percent in 1951. 

[From the St. Paul (Minn.) Dispatch of 
March 6, 1958) 

PROTECT FARM PRICES-HUMPHREY 
(Last of three articles) 

(By HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, United States 
Senator from Minnesota) 

WASHINGTON.-clearly our Nation needs a 
new arid different farm policy and needs it 
now. 

What should be its broad outlines? 

First, a comprehensive farm program cov• 
ering all major commodities with the recog
nition of the interdependence of agricultural 
production. It is a well established principle 
of agricultural economics that low feed prices 
produce low hog and beef prices. Further
more, the price of perishable commodities 
is directly related to those known as storable, 
like grain. 

Second, agricultural policy must bs based 
upon these accepted and known relation
ships. It is imperative that the Nation have 
adequate food and fiber reserves-the level 
of these reserves must be related directly 
to the growth in population and the tremen
dous commitment of our Nation in the field 
of foreign policy and national security. This 
has not been done. 

National security requires effective and 
constructive use of food and fiber. Our for
eign economic policy must include within it 
long-range commitments of food and fiber 
supplies to our allies and the uncommitted 
and underdeveloped nations. Food can be 
force for peace and freedom. There must 
be additional emphasis upon conservation, 
both short and long term. The conservation 
reserve program needs to be doubled. Broad 
and effective conservation measures must be 
integrated with overall natural resource de
velopment and management programs. 

A sound farm policy should be based upon 
a rising net ·income for agriculture-parity 
income. The Secretary of Agriculture should 
be authorized to utilize several means of at
taining parity income and protecting decent 
and fair farm price levels. What is needed 
is flexibility of method in a farm program, 
plus determination on the part of the Sec
retary of Agriculture to utilize every legiti• 
mate means at his command to insure or
derly marketing and a stable price structure. 

Add to this farm credit facUlties adequate 
for the cost of maintaining farm operation 
and you have the broad outline of a con
structive farm policy that can work both for 
the benefit of the farmer and the Nation. 

The Eisenhower-Benson farm policy has 
failed. This failure is due .not only to weak
nesses in the law but also faulty and ineffec
tive administration. The efforts of Congress 
to strengthen the agricultural policy were 
overridden by a Presidential veto. The at
tempts of friends of agriculture to improve 
the administration of agricultural policy 
have been resisted and rebuked by the Sec
retary of Agriculture. The results speak for 
themselves. 

Here is the sorry record. 
Realized net income of farm operators 

dropped from $14,300 million in 1952 to $11,-
500 million in 1957. During the 5 years 
Secretary Benson has been in office, the ac
cumulated loss in net farm income has been 
over $14 biilion. The annual rate of expend• 
itures from the Federal Treasury as shown 
by the budget request s.ent to Congress this 
spring totals over $5 billion as compared 
with slightly over $1 billion in 1952. 

Benson's policies have moved farm fami
lies off the farm at a rate of 100,000 per year. 
There are 500,000 fewer farm families on the 
farms today than when he took office. The 
family farm income from all sources, non
farm as well as farm, measured in 1957 dol
lars, has dropped by over $500 per year-from 
$3,000 in 1952 to $2,500 in 1957. Farm mort
gage indebtedness is up approximately $4 bil
lion. Farm surpluses are still huge. Farm 
prices are st'ill low. And farm income is at 
recession levels. 

There is the record. 
The administration farm policy was out

lined in a speech early in February 1953 in 
St. Paul. Secretary Benson asked for a re
duction of price supports to a point just 
above undue disaster. Doing this, he said, 
would lead to lower . consumer food prices, 
reduce Federal expenditures for agriculture, 
and ultimately improve farm income. He 
claimed further that it would strengthen the 
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family farm unit and get the Government 
out of agriculture. 

The Secretary has at least kept his word 
on one of these promises-at every oppor
tunity he has recommended lower price sup
ports. He and the President are now asking 
Congress for authority to drop the price
support levels to only 60 percent of parity. 
Secretary Benson has insisted that reducing 
price supports would reduce production, de
spite statistical evidence to the contrary. 
With lowering of price supports, production 
has gone up. Surpluses have mounted de
spite tremendous disposal programs through 
foreign aid, relief, and overseas sales. 

Yes, the administration farm program has 
not only failed the farmers, but it has failed 
the public, and socked the taxpayers. 

[From the Boston (Mass.) Traveler of March 
5, 1958) 

BENSON WEIGHS PLANS To SOLVE FARM 
PROBLEM 

(By Ezra Taft Benson, Secretary of 
Agriculture) 

WASHINGTON.-We are moving steadily to
ward sound solutions to the farm problem. 
This is evident in the gains that have been 
made. 

Income per person on farms last year-in
cluding income from all sources-was the 
largest in history. 

The level of living of families on farms 
today is higher than ever before. 

Farm exports for the past 2 calendar years 
have been at an alltime peak. 

SURPLUS AVAILABLE TO HUNGRY PEOPLE 
The surplus production of American farms 

is being made available to hungry people at 
home and abroad. 

The downtrend in prices which began 
early in 1951 has been stopped. Prices re
ceived by farmers in January were 4 percent 
above a year earlier and 10 percent above 
2 years earlier. 

The buildup of surpluses which began in 
fiscal year 1952 has been reversed. Govern
ment investment ln surplus farm products 
owned and under loan has dropped about 
one-sixth in the past year and a half. 

We all realize, however, that despite these 
gains agriculture is still facing difficult 
problems. 

Farmers are hurt by the cost-price squeeze, 
by smaller and smaller acreage allotments 
and by the uneconomic diversion of acres 
from some surplus crops into other crops. 
They are hurt by unrealistic price supports 
which curtail markets and open the doors 
to competitive products. 

Families on the 54 percent of our f arms 
with cash incomes of less than $2,500 get 
little benefit, if any, from the various price
support programs. 

To deal with these difficulties we need to 
continue to push forward. We need to move 
along the lines of market expansion, in
creased freedom for farmers to make their 
own decisions, and realistic aid to people in 
underdeveloped rural areas. 

AIMS PRESENTED TO CONGRESS BY IKE 
These are the aims of the farm food 

and fiber program presented to the Congress 
by President Eisenhower in January. 

Here is what the program will do: 
It will develop bigger markets, thus putting 

our abundance to better use. The Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
has been a major factor in our widening 
report markets. 

We have asked that it be expanded for a 
year with an additional appropriation of 
$1.5 billion. 

Research on new uses of farm products and 
more effective marketing is vital to agricul
tural progress. Since 1953 appropriations for 
agricultural research have increased 95 per
cent, and we are asking for a further increase. 

The program will allow farmers more free
dom to use their _productive resources. 

We are seeking authority to increase acre
age allotments that now are so small as to 
cripple farm efficiency. We urge a revision 
and wider range of price supports to expand 
markets. 

The program will push forward the neces
sary long-range conservation effort. We pro
pose to strengthen the conservation-reserve 
program of the Soil Bank in the interests 
of overall production adjustment. 

The program will help provide opportunity 
for economic betterment in underdeveloped 
rural areas. We have urged that the rural
development program, now operating in 
about 100 counties in 30 States, be given 
increased emphasis. 

The hope is for bigger markets, more free
dom for farmers to produce, sound conserva
tion and production adjustment, and special 
help to those on small low-income farms. 

These are vital steps that will lead to a 
sound solution of the farm problem and the 
development of a truly prosperous, expand
ing and free agriculture. 

NATIONAL LIBRARY WEEK 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, our 

country has many weeks set aside to em
phasize a great variety of causes and 
products. I am sure that there are not 
enough weeks in 10 years to accommo
date all of them, no matter how worthy 
they may be. However, Mr. President, 
we are now in the midst of a week that 
certainly deserves special consideration 
and attention from all of us. Last Sun
day was the beginning of National Li
brary Week. There are few causes or 
services of more benefit to our country 
or civilization. Mr. President, our li
braries stand as great banks of knowl
edge-as custodians of the findings that 
man has painstakingly accumulated 
through the ages. Without them we 
would soon become blind to our past, 
and in so doing, place a severe limita
tion on our future. 

Libraries are believed to be almost as 
old as civilization itself; and while they 
were little more than collections of 
drawings in the beginning, by the time 
of Assyrian and Egyptian culture the 
libraries included literature. To the 
Romans we owe a debt of gratitude for 
the establishment of the first public li
braries and the practice of making books 
available to those who could not ordi
narily afford to purchase the costly vol
umes. Today, public as well as private 
libraries play a role of critical impor
tance in our society. Their function of 
opening vast avenues of learning is being 
emphasized during National Library 
Week, and rightly so. 

Mr. President, it is my conviction that 
our libraries and the services they offer 
should be greatly expanded and ex
tended. Never before has this country 
had a greater need for the wisdom for 
which our libraries serve as repositories. 
It is incumbent upon us to see that all 
of our people have ready access to the 
books that have stood the test of time as 
well as to those authored by our con
temporaries. Far too often many of us 
confine our reading to what is happen
ing today and to speculation as to what 
will occur tomorrow. This is not to de
tract from the irreplaceable value of our 
newspapers and magazines, but rather 
to emphasize the fact that we also need 
books if we are to keep our thinking in 
balance. 

Mr. President, I would like to express 
my thanks and best wishes to the thou
sands of librarians in every part of this 
Nation. I want to make it clear that I 
speak of the rural and village librarian 
as well as the grammar school, high 
s_chool, college and university, city, pub
he, and private librarian. They are all 
teachers, regardless if their libraries 
boast 500 or 5 million volumes. They go 
about their assigned task in a quiet and 
efficient manner, and through their ef
forts the arts and sciences and the great 
works of man are unveiled to countless 
thousands who would otherwise ~e 
passed by. Mr. President, I heartily en
dorse National Library Week, and the 
objectives that it emphasizes. 

ACCELERATION OF CONSTRUCTION 
OF PLANNED LOCAL PUBLIC 
WORKS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 

these are momentous times, and the 
Senate is a very busy place. Yesterday 
was a particularly busy day for me and
according to newspaper accounts of do
mestic events-was a busy day for others 
as well. The President met with a con
ference of State governors to discuss 
ways and means of alleviating the dis
tress of the current recession. The 
House of Representatives approved a 
Senate bill, an antirecession measure to 
increase the construction of new ho~es. 
The Senate, among many other activi
ties, was the site of hearings to consider 
my bill to accelerate the construction of 
local public works already planned with 
Federal advance planning funds. · 

In the midst of all these momentous 
events, Pogo, a comic strip o'possum 
created by Mr. Walt Kelly and published 
in the Washington Evening Star, was ex
pressing his frustration with the attitude 
and pronouncements of his companion 
character, one Albert the Alligator. 

I mention this comic strip situation 
because of certain events which have 
occurred in recent days. On Monday, 
March 17, I introduced a bill to aid the 
construction of planned local public 
works, and announced that hearings 
would be held on the bill on Wednesday, 
March 19. The executive branch of the 
Federal Government, meaning President 
Eisenhower's appointees, were immedi
ately notified that the bill was intro
duced and that hearings had been sched
uled for the 19th of March. 

Yesterday, March 19, these hearings 
began at 2 p. m., with the administra
tion's witness in attendance. At ap
proximately the same moment-2 p. m.
the bluestreak edition of the Washing
ton Daily news was on the stands with 
a headline reading "Ike moves to speed 
up jobmaking projects"-and the accom
panying story relates a Presidential ac
tion to release $75 million of Congres
sionally authorized funds to accelerate 
projects identical to those contemplated 
by my bill, s. 3497. 

One of the first statements made by 
the administration witness in comment
ing upon my bill-shortly after 2 p. m.
was that the bill was unnecessary be
cause the President had directed him to 
ignore existing policy restrictions and to 
proceed at full steam to approve projects 
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already contemplated by Congressional 
authorization. To sum up the situation, 
I introduced a bill to accelerate economic 
recovery and the President immediately 
reacted by making available funds which 
he has had ·available since 1955-3 years 
before the current emergency became a 
political liability for the Eisenhower ad
ministration. 

Now I will get back to Pogo, the comic
strip character. For those Members of 
the Senate who may not be familiar with 
this very literate commentary on na
tional affairs, I will relate certain mat
ters in the background of last night's 
strip and quote certain portions from it. 
Pogo, the opossum, very much like the 
Senator from Texas in recent weeks, has 
attempted to suggest to Albert, the alii-

. gator, that certain courses of action are 
necessary and desirable. Every sugges
tion that Pogo has made has been ac
cepted immediately by Albert as some
thing already conceived and desirable 
beyond question. 

Last night's se~uence contains the fol
lowing exchange: 

Pogo: "Doggone, Albert, I'm givin' out ideas 
an• you claims they's yours. Don't you think 
of nothin' alone ever?" 

Albert: "I thinks of no thin' alone con
stantly, friend." 

Mr. President, this exchange between 
Pogo and Albert seems to me to charac
terize perfectly the attitude of President 

·Eisenhower toward the present reces
sion and toward the Democratic leader 
of the Senate. Time and time ·again 
the President reiterates the view that 
there is no urgency-that things will get 
better in March-and at the same time 
he points with pride to his deep and fer
vent concern to combat a recession that 
does not really exist. 

Perhaps Albert paraphrases the true 
situation with Ike, when Albert says 
that "I thinks ·of nothin' alone con
stantly." Ike has never denied, in fact 
he apparently takes pride, that his team 
does most of the thinking for his ad
ministration. I have only one request to 
make of Ike-the team-and the whole 
Eisenhower administration: Please make 
up your minds. If you think the current 
recession requires action, say so ~n
equivocally. If you think that no action 
is required, say so unequivocally. If you 
are uncertain, say so unequivocally. 

Mr. President, the confusion. indeci
sion, and equivocation, so evident in re
cent actions of the executive branch, are 
in one sense comic-but in another sense 
are both tragic and dangerous. On 
March 8, the President wrote Senator 
KNOWLAND and . Representative MARTIN 
urging higher . interest rates on Rural 
Electrification Administration loans
this was cited as part of a program to 
combat the recession. Yesterday, just 
11 days later, the President directed 
Agriculture Secretary Benson to acceler
ate the approval of these same loans at 
current interest rates-this also was 
cited as an antirecession measure. 

The same situation exists for the col
lege-loan program and the urban-re
newal program. One day the way to 
proceed is to raise interest rates; 11 days 
later this great recommendation is 

abandoned. Or is it? Can the Congress 
or the public determine what the pro
gram is? Furthermore, the White House 
press release, which newspaper accounts 
report as loosening "the Treasury's 
purse strings to speed work on $2,255,-
000,000 worth of projects," is a gigantic 
fraud, and deception. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point a 
copy of the President's press release of 
yesterday. 

There being no objection, the press re
lease was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE. 
The President today sent the following 

letters to Albert M. Cole, Administrator, 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, and 
Ezra T. Benson, the Secretary of Agriculture, 
designed to accelerate federally aided con
struction totaling over $214 billion in pri
vate, State, local, and Federal funds. The 
amounts under the various· programs are: 

Housing and Home Finance Agency 
In millions 

Public facility loans_________________ $75 
College housing loans _______ :________ 300 
Urban renewal (redevelopment and 

supporting facilities)-------------- 1, 000 
Public housing program_____________ 140 

Department of Agriculture 
In millions 

Rural electrification loans ____________ $740 

The details of the letters follow: 
· "DEAR MR. CoLE: In accordance with the 
policy announced in my statement of March 
8, 1958, of accelerating where feasible con
struction programs under existing appropri
ations and authorizations, you are directed 
to take the following steps with respect to 
programs under the jurisdiction of the Hous
ing and Home Finance Agency: 

"PUBLIC FACILITY LOAN PROGRAM 
"You are instructed to take all feasible 

administrative steps to secure the com
mencement of construction of projects sup
ported under the public facility loan pro
gram including the use of Federal financing 
during construction where such financing 
will avoid a delay in initiating the project. 
Preference should be given to loans for proj
ects ready for immediate construction. In 
addition, you should liberalize the program 
by extending eligibility for loans to commu

·nities of larger population and by broaden
ing the categories of public works eligible 
for loans. To assure adequate funds to fi
nance this accelerated program, I am direct
ing the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
to release present reserved balances of the 
$100 million authorization for this program 
for use as needed for the processing of ap
plications. 

"COLLEGE HOUSING 
"You should launch a vigorous program 

to expedite construction on some $300 mil
lion in college housing loans on which plan
ning is complete or substantially under way, 
and which have not yet been placed under 
construction. To this end, you should un
dertake, in cooperation with the governing 
officials of applicant institutions, to assure 
that there is no avoidable delay in the com
mencement of construction on college hous
ing program projects. In this case again, 
Federal advances for construction should be 
used to the extent necessary to accomplish 
this purpose. 

"URBAN RENEWAL 
"Public and private construction planned 

in connection with urban renewal projects 
in execution or about to be placed in execu
tion involves investments of hundreds of 
millions of dollars. In many cases the land 

involved has been acquired, cleared, and im
proved, and in some has been sold or leased 
for redevelopment. This large volume of es
sential construction should be accelerated. 
To this end, top priority should be given in 
the operations of your agency to urban re
newal activities: 

"1. Facilitating and accelerating the un
dertaking of construction on urban renewal 
project sites where the land has already been 
disposed of for redevelopment in accordance 
with an approved urban renewal plan. 

"2. Accelerating the disposition of project 
land which can be made available for early 
construction when sold. 

"3. Prompt initiation of installation of 
public facilities and site improvements. 

"In connection with the foregoing, you 
should where necessary authorize local com
munities to undertake public facilities and 
site improvements with their own funds for 
later incorporation in the financing of the 
project. Where local public or private con
struction is to be undertaken with Federal 
financial assistance, you should take all nec
essary steps to assure that such assistance 
is available when required and that the nec
essary construction is undertaken at the 
earliest feasible and appropriate time. 

"PUBLIC HOUSING 
"You should secure a review of the status 

of all projects under annual contributions 
contract on which construction has not 
started and, in cooperation with local offi
cials, take all reasonable and feasible steps to 
see that any obstacles remaining are elimi
nated and that construction of such projects 
is promptly begun. This should result in 
starting construction on new projects at a 
substantially faster rate than was previously 
planned . . 

"Sincerely, 
"DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 

"Hon. ALBERT M. COLE, 
"Administrator, Housing and Home 

Finance Agency, Washington, D. C." -

"DEAR MR. SECRETARY: In accordance with 
. the policy announced in my statement of 
March 8, 1958, of accelerating, where feasible, 
construction progr,ams under existing ap
propriations and authorizations, you are 
directed to take the following steps with 
respect to the Rural Electrification Admin
istration loan programs: 

"1. Encourage REA borrowers to accelerate 
necessary construction of electrification and 
telephone facilities under already approved 
loans. I am informed that there is a total 
of some $740 million of balances available 
but not yet used under previously approved 
loans. Since these funds would be used for 
needed facilities, it may be possible for co
operatives and other borrowers to move 
forward the time at which orders are placed 
with manufacturers of materials and equip
ment under these programs. 

"2. Encourage additional facilities loans to 
finance farm and rural home installations for 
electrical services, and the purchase of elec
trical appliances and other equipment. 
Funds are presently available under the REA 
program which can be used to finance such 
installations and purchases by consumers. 
Additional purchases of facilities, where 
needed for improved farm and family living, 
would be of special benefit to the economy 
at this time. 

"Sincerely, 
"DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 

"The Honorable EzRA TAFT BENSON, 
"The Secretary of Agriculture, 

"Washington, D. C." 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
at this point the headline of the Wash
ington Daily News of yesterday to illus
trate what I mean. 
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There being no objection, the excerpt 

was ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, a.S follows·: · 
IKE MoVES To SPEED UP JoB:u:A:s:ING PBo.r

ECTS-IKE ACTS To SPEED--uP $2% BILLION 

OF PROJECTS 

President Eisenhower loosened the Trea
sury's purse strings today in an effort to 
speed job-producing work on $2,255 million 
worth of public housing and rural electri
fication projeets. 

He directed Housing Administrator Albert 
M. Cole and Agriculture Secretary Ezra T. 
Benson to do their utmost to accelerate work 
on projects financed at least in part by Fed
eral loans and grants. 

The total construction he is trying to 
speed up includes $75 mlllion for sewer and 
water projects and similar public facilities; 
$300 mlllion for college housing; $1 billion 
for slum clearance and urban renewal; $140 
million for public housing; $740 mlllion on 
rural electrification. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr . . President, 
the plain truth of the matter is that 
the President did not activate a single 
dollar of new money, he did not add one 
dime to the funds which have been avail
able for many months, and he actively 
opposed a bill which would actually do 
what the President claims ought -to be 
done. It is becoming almost an im-

'po.ssible task to keep pace with Pre~~
dential efforts to prevent necessary Con
gressional action. 

I urge my colleagues in the Congress, 
and the people in particular, to look be
hind these press releases, and not be 
lulled by this facade. I know that those 
of us in the Senate who are truly con
cerned about the current recession will 
continue to take necessary legislative 
action in spite of White House oppo_si
tion and propaganda as to the effects 
.of what they are actually doing. 

AN EXAMPLE OF THE GROWTH OF 
AMERICA UNDER THE FREE
ENTERPRISE SYSTEM 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, in 

these days when we hear so much of 
gloom and doom, it is very encouraging 
to hear a businessman sound an opti
mistic note along with an expression of 
Jaith in the . growth of America under 
the free-enterprise system. 

Mr. W. 0. Heinze, president of the 
International Latex Corp., with head
quarters in Dover, Del., has just issued 
a statement calling attention to the fact 
that their sales this year are reaching 
an all time high. 

The International Latex Corp. has 
around 1,900 employees at the Dover, 
Del., plant and employs close to 6,000 
throughout their organization. 

A few months ago they recognized that 
there was talk of a declining buyers' 
market, and they took prompt steps to 
meet the situation. They launched a 
more aggressive advertising and sales 
campaign. Then supported by an en
thusiastic group of employees cooperat
ing with management in putting out a 
good product, the result has been that 
their orders have picked up tremen
dously. Their plants are operating at 
full capacity, and many of the employees 
are working overtime to help fill the cor
poration's orders. 

This shows what can be done in Amer
ica when an employer has the vision and 

courage supported by faith in his 
product. 

This is an excellent example which 
should be followed by many. other em
ployers. Certainly the best way to ac
celerate consumer buying is for the man
agement itself to express confidence in 
its own products and in the free-enter
prise system under which we operate 
instead of waiting for Washington to 
solve its problems. 

I commend both the management of 
the International Latex Corp. and their 
employees, and I am proud that they 
are a part of our State of Delaware. 

I ask unanimous consent to have in
corporated· in the RECORD the statement 
issued by Mr. W. 0. Heinze, president, 
in connection with this subject. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY MR. W. 0. HEINZE, PRESIDENT 

OF THE INTERNATIONAL LATEX CORP., DOVER, 
DEL. 
I am amazed at the amount of complai~

ing which a lot of businessmen are doing 
about the current recession. The so-called 
recession in business is in reality a recession 
in init iative and enterprise-the things that 
make America great. 

The same native characteristics of initia
tive- and enterprise exist today--only they 
are not being used. At Playtex we have put 
these truisms into action. 

First, we started by giving the American 
woman an extraordinary value. Next, we 
had the courage to back our faith with bold 
and aggressive merchandising. Third, we 
have stepped up our advertising to $15 mil
lion a year. 

The results are that at Playtex there is no 
recession. Instead of laying off our people 
we are adding to our force. February was 
the biggest month in our history. Stores 
across the Nation report big increases in 
Playtex sales-up to 10 times the volume of 
earlier months. 

We are not only helping ourselves but 
we are helping our competition and helping 
'retailers by bringing additional traffic into 
their stores. Trame which buys everything 
else in their store regardless of make or 
price. 

I am convinced that confidence must start 
with the businessman himself . . He must 
not wait for Washington. He must give the 
public better value and have the courage 
to back it with extra merchandising effort, 
and business will soon stop singing those 
r-ecession blues. 

STEER PRICES AT IDGHEST LEVEL 
SINCE 1952 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an article published in to
day's Wall Street Journal entitled "Top 
Grade Steer Prices Hit Highest Level 
Since 1952 on Heavy Demand." 

I am asking that the article be incor
porated in the RECORD to show that the 
whole United States has not gone broke, 
.as some people would like to picture it. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TOP GRADE STEER PRICES HIT HIGHEST LEvEL 

SINCE 1952 ON HEAVY DEMAND-RISE TO 
$39 A HUNDREDWEIGHT REFLECTS LIGHT RE• 
CEIPT8-HOGS ALso SHOW GAIN 

CHICAGo: The price of top grade slaughter 
steers shot up to $39 a hundred pounds here, 
the highest since April 1952, as broad de-

mand and short supplies -pushed most steers 
up 50 cents to $1. 

The $39 price went for a load of 1,250-
pound high prime-fed steers. This was up 
$1.50 from the recent high as buyers com
peted for the small supply of beef animals 
that carried a prime rating. A few other 
loads of prime animals went at $38.50. The 
record high for this type animal iS' $42.50 
paid early in 1951. 

The recent advance in cattle prices reflects 
the small number being shipped to market. 
During the first 3 days of this week, for 
instance, the Chi<:ago yards received only 
about 35,000 cattle, or 10,000 less than a year 
earlier. At the 12 main markets the run the 
first 3 days was 32,500 under the 200,000 
received in the like period last year. 

HOGS KEEP PACE 
The hog market just about kept pace with 

the market for cattle. Butcher hogs reached 
a $22.35 top, up 35 cents from Tuesday and 
the highest since last August 12. It was only 
$1 under the 1957 high of $23.35 set August 1. 

For the second day in a row hog prices 
edged up 25 to 50 cents a hundred pounds. 
While only 60 head of No. 1 grade butcher 
hogs weighing 220 pounds reached the $23.35 
high, the bulk of the 6,500 head received here 
graded No. 2 and No. 3 and brought $21.25 
to $22, and even some heavyweights of up to 
33 pounds didn't go any lower than $20.50. 

The recent upsurge in prices hog farmers 
and cattle feeders and ranchers have enjoyed 
stems almost wholly from reduced market
ings of live animals. This has meant a cut 
in meat production and higher prices for 
fresh meats at wholesale and retail. 

United States meat production in the 
week ended last Saturday was estimated at 
352 million pounds, 11 percent under a year 
earlier, the Agriculture Department reported. 
In the same week, some 320,000 head of cattle 
were slaughtered, 10 percent fewer than in 
the like week last year, while the 1,170,000 
hogs butchered were 8 percent less than a 
year earlier. Even the sheep and lamb 
slaughter of 225,000 head was about 12,000 
under a year earlier. 

BEEF, PORK Ot:TPUT LOWER 

Beef production during the week was 176 
million pounds, compared with almost 200 
million a year earlier, and the pork output 
of 152 million pounds fell below the 164 mil· 
lion produced a year ago. 

The figures represent the slaughter of live 
animals and output of fresh meats in plants 
·under Federal inspection. This accounts for 
75 percent to 80 percent of the total kill and 
production in the United States. 

Here's what the cutback in slaughter and 
higher live animal markets have done to 
fresh meats: Yesterday, the popular-weight 
8- to 12-pound pork loins brought $48.50 
to $52 a hundred pounds in the Chtcago 
wholesale meat market. A year earlier they 
were priced at $39 to $42. Choice grades of 
carcass beef, the kind handled in most chain 
stores and in the 500- to 600-pound range, 
cost $46.50 to $49; a year earlier they were 
$36 to $38.50. -------
DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT 

BECAUSE OF AGE 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 

several other Senators and I are spon
soring legislation, which I have intro
duced, to prohibit discrimination be
-cause of age on all Government con:. 
tracts and in the supplying of Govern
ment agencies. 

I now learn with a great deal of satis
faction that the State legislature of the 
most populous State in the Union, the 
State of New York, has enacted the Mc
Gahan bill, which makes illegal dis
crimination in employment because of 
age. 
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The New York Times, in its edition of 
today, Thursday, March 20, has ap
proved the McGahan bill in a very 
thoughtful editorial entitled "Age Bias 
In Employment." 

I should like to read one paragraph 
from the editorial: 

In other words, age discrimination in em
ployment-at least up to 65-is not only un
fair, but a prodigious waste of valuable 
human resources. And even compulsory re
tirement at 65 is being increasingly ques
tioned. As a general principle, character 
and ability should be the sole qualification 
for getting, and keeping, any job. 

Mr. President, I thoroughly endorse 
that statement of the New York Times. 
I hope the enactment by the New York 
State Legislature of that bill, which 
seeks to end discrimination in jobs be
cause of age, in the most populous State 
of the Union, will serve as a stimulus and 
an impetus for Congress to take action 
on the bill which I have introduced, 
with the cosponsorship of a good many 
Members of the Senate, including the 
distinguished junior Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. PRoxMIRE], who is presently 
presiding over the Senate. 

In conclusion, I should like to note 
that the organization in our country 
which deserves most of the credit for 
keeping this issue alive before the Amer
ican people and before their Represent
atives in Congress and in State legisla
tures is the Fraternal Order of Eagles, 
which has its national headquarters in 
Milwaukee, the largest community in the 
state ·so ably represented by the Pre
siding Officer. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial published in the New York Times 
be printed in' the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AGE BIAS IN EMPLOYMENT 

The passage by the State legislature of the 
McGahan bill raises a basic question of in
creasing urgency: Shall discrimination in 
employment based solely on age be pro
hibited by law? The McGahan measure 
makes this practice illegal as to those from 
45 to 65-in help wanted advertising, hiring, 
pay, working conditions, promotion and dis:.. 
charge. 

During the past decade or so the status of 
older people in American life has, of course, 
radically changed. This has been partly a 
matter of mere increased numbers-both in 
total and in relation to the entire popula
tion. Also, recent studies have shown that 
older workers are far more capable than had 
been commonly supposed. By and large, 
and within obvious limits, older workers are 
more productive than younger ones, are less 
often absent, have fewer accidents and 
greater skills, are likely to remain longer on 
the job and may not increase pension and 
insurance costs. 

In other words, age discrimination in em
ployment--at least up to 65-is not only 
unfair, but a prodigious waste of valuable 
human resources. And even compulsory re
tirement at 65 is being increasingly ques
tioned. As a general principle, character 
and ability should be the sole qualifications 
for getting, and lteeping, any job. 

A great deal is already being done by Gov
ernment on a purely voluntary basis to give 
older workers a better break-for example, 
the State's regional employment commit
tees, its special consulting and placement 
services, partly financed by Federal grants, 

and Governor Harriman's efforts to get em
ployers to sign antidiscrimination pledges. 
All this is to the good, but the time has now 
come to invoke the added authority of law, 
as have Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, . and 
Rhode Island. 

Any such statute, however, should operate 
more through example, education and per
suasion than through detection, prosecution 
and punishment. The McGahan measure 
provides for this by putting administration 
into the hands of the State Commission 
Against Discrimination. The commission 
has already used these more enlightened 
methods with notable success in enforcing 
the existing antiracial bias law. Governor 
Harriman should approve the b1ll. 

AN EXPANDED RURAL HOUSING 
PROGRAM 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the 
Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Benson, 
announced today two important pro
grams which will be very helpful in car
rying out the President's broad pro
gram of economic recovery. Moreover, 
they will meet the permanent needs of 
our farm population and will have last
ing value. 

I doubt that much note will be taken 
of these two measures. Yet they could 
have great influence upon our farm 
economy and upon other measures taken 
to combat the recession. 

The first program deals with the con
struction of farm housing, and the mod
ernization of · existing farm housing. 
Section 606 of the Housing Act of 1956 
authorized $510 million for farm-housing 
loans of various types. The Secretary 
of Agriculture was authorized to issue 
notes to the Treasury to the extent of 
$450 million during the period begin
ning July 1, 1956, and ending June 30, 
1961. In turn, the sums borrowed from 
the Treasury were to be loaned through 
the Farmers Home Administration to 
farmers for the construction and mod
ernization of housing, at 4 percent in
terest and repayable up to a maximum 
of 33 years. Of this authorization of 
$450 million, $380 million is still avail
able for farm housing. 

The original regulations issued· by the 
Department of Agriculture provided that 
loans under the Housing Act should be 
made to farmers who were engaged "in 
substantial agricultural production." 
The new regulation of the Department 
of Agriculture, promulgated today, would 
make loans available to "owners of farms 
capable of an annual production of 
$400." 

This change in regulatons will imme
diately make eligible for loans a large 
number of farm owners. It will provide 
assistance to owners of small farms, to 
part-time farmers and I would think, 
particularly, to small farms immediately 
adjacent to rural communities now in
eligible for housing loans either under 
the Farmers' Home Administration or 
the Federal Housing Administration. 

It is my understanding that a number 
of these applications are on file now in 
local Farmers' Home Administration 
offices throughout the country, which 
could not be acted upon because of the 
old regulations. Now, with the new 
regulation, which makes eligible farmers 
with an annual production of $400, many 

of these loans can be made immediately 
and of course additional thousands 
processed. 

This program should very quickly 
reach into every State and county in the 
United States. It can provide work for 
thousands of our labor force, stimulate 
the sale and production of housing ma
terials,· as well as home appliances for 
kitchens, baths, and generally all of the 
materials and appliances which go into 
the construction, modernization, andre
pair of housing. These loans can be 
made also for the construction, repair, or 
modernization of barns and other farm 
service buildings. 

For some days now I have been talk
ing to the officials of the Farmers' Home 
Administration, urging the expansion of 
this act. In my first conversations 2 
weeks ago, I was told that the Depart
ment of Agriculture and the Farmers' 
Home Administration were conferring 
with the White House on the expansion 
of this farm program, I am very glad 
that a decision has been made to 
broaden the scope of the program, so as 
to make its advantages available imme
diately to thousands of owners of small 
farms throughout the country. 

A few days ago the Senate passed a 
bill to authorize about $1,850 million; 
but today, by a change in regulation, the 
Department of Agriculture has macie 
available $380 million for the construc
tion, modernization, and repair of farm 
houses and farm facilities throughout 
the Nation. · 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. How long have 

those funds been available to the De
partment of Agriculture? 

Mr. COOPER. The funds were made 
available in July 1956. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Was it not 1957? 
Mr. COOPER. The basic act is the 

Sparkman Act of 1949. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I am familiar with 

that. 
Mr. COOPER. I know the Senator is 

quite familiar with it. It bears his 
name. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am glad the Sen
ator is bringing up this matter. I am 
delighted that the administration is 
moving ahead with this program, because 
it has been a good program. But there 
have been repeated recommendations by 
the President to do away with the pro
gram. Last year, when it was pending 
before the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, testimony was again presented 
in favor of its discontinuance. If the 
Senator from Kentucky will refer to the 
President's state of the Union message 
last year and to his budget message, he 
will see that the program was recom
mended to be discontinued. 

For 3 years the administration simply 
refused to do anything with the program 
and declined to ask for any appropria
tions. 

Last year the Senate Committee on 
Banking and CUrrency recommended to 
the Senate that the program be extended 
for 5 years. We were told . by repre
sentatives from the Department of Agri
culture that if the program were placed 
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on a 5-year basis, the Department would 
be able to handle it better. We made 
available at that time $450 million. 

So I am delighted, along with the 
Senator from Kentucky to know that 
the Department of Agriculture, at long 
last, is admitting that there is a real 
program of good which can be accom~ 
plished and is making available the 
funds they have had. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from 
Alabama knows more about this pro~ 
gram, I ::;hould say, than any other Mem~ 
ber of the Senate. 

The basic act is the Sparkman Act of 
1949. It is true that in 1956, $450 million 
were made available for farm housing 
construction, modernization and repair 
over a period of 5 years. The Secretary 
of Agriculture has borrowed, from the 
Treasury, I understand, about $70 mil~ 
lion, which has been loaned. The re~ 
mainder of the fund, $380 million, is now 
available because of today's decision. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
I commend the Senator from Kentucky 
for calling our attention to the program 
and for what he has had to say about it. 

We talk about housing to replace 
slums. Often we forget that some of the 
worst slum conditions in the Nation are 
to be found in the rural areas on the 
farms. Some of the most deplorable 
housing conditions are to be found there. 

This measure was designed originally 
to help provide relief to those persons. 
It is the only part of the housing pro~ 
gram which applies to farm dwellings. 

Mr. COOPER. As the Senator has 
said, housing programs are available for 
cities-public housing, urban renewal
for . ordinary Federal housing programs, 
and for veterans' housing. 

The provision for farm housing which 
the Senator from Alabama worked hard 
to secure, was placed in the act to help 
farmers who simply could not qualify 
for the regular housing programs. 

About 2 weeks ago I inquired into the 
matter to find out if the Department 
would liberalize its regulations so that 
a larger amount of money could be made 
available to owners of small farms, many 
of them adjacent to communities. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
today announced the liberalization of its 
regulations so as to benefit farmers who 
produce at least $400 of agricultural 
products a year. The Department will 
have available $380 million, which is a 
large sum, for farm housing and repair. 

A few minutes ago the Senator from 
Alabama commented that these funds 
had not been made available in their 
totality to farmers. I do not know all 
the circumstances. I listened a few 
minutes ago to the speech of the junior 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], 
who was critical of the administration 
and the President, because, as he said, 
the administration only now is using 
funds which, he said, have been avail
able. That is true. But there is a rea
son. I call attention to the fact that 1 
year ago there was a tremendous battle 
in the Congress-the battle of the budg
et. Many people throughout the Nation 
urged the Congress to cut the President's 
budget, and there was a tremendous out-:-

cry in Congress against the President's 
budget. · 

Senators on this side of the aisle urged 
that the budget be cut. But the lead
ership in cutting the budget and cutting 
down the expenditures that they now 
urge, came from the majority side of 
the aisle. 

The budget was cut; and with the help 
of the Democratic Party, the expendi
tures which they are now urging were not 
possible, because of the great fight they 
made a year ago to reduce expenditures. 

The second announcement of the De
partment of Agriculture encourages 
farmers to build or buy needed storage 
facilities, such as corncribs and grain 
bins. The Commodity Credit Corpora
tion is authorized to make loans for this 
purpose up to 80 percent of the cost of 
the storage facilities, at 4 percent in
terest repayable in 5 years. An addition
al value of this program is that it would 
make available to farmers price supports 
on their farm-stored grain. This would 
eliminate the· necessity of conveying 
grain to commercial storage facilities. 
As there is at present a shortage of stor~ 
age facilities, this program would also 
have great national value. 

With $380 million available for farm 
housing loans and ample funds for farm
crop storage facilities, these two pro
grams, if vigorously pushed, can be of 
great help in our present. economic sit
uation. And as I said at the outset of my 
remarks, the expansion of both programs 
will provide needed improvements to 
farms throughout the entire United 
States. 

I congratulate the Secretary of Agri
culture upon these forward steps. 

I ask unanimous consent to have print
ed in the body of the RECORD the press 
release of Secretary of Agriculture Ben
son on this subject, dated March 20, 
1958. 

There being no objection, the press re
lease was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SECRETARY BENSON ANNOUNCES PLAN TO Ex• 

PAND FARM CONSTRUCTION LoANS 

Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Ben
son today announced expansion of loan pro
grains for construction work on farm struc
tures as an additional antirecession 
measure. 

Secretary Benson directed the Farmers' 
Home Administration to broaden its farm 
housing construction loan program, and the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to work ag
gressively with farmers and others on con
structing needed grain storage. He told 
these agencies to broaden their programs to 
the fullest possible extent under existing 
authorizations so more farm people can ob
tain farm construction loans. 

Secretary Benson said adequate loan funds 
are available for the expanded loan pro
grams and that such construction will stim
ulate economic activity locally as well as 
nationally. 

"Utilization of materials and labor in 
farm construction work will bolster the 
economy across the board," he said. 

"President Eisenhower," he continued, 
"has stressed the Government's responsi
bility when an economic downturn occurs 
to help bring about an increase in employ
ment and business activity. Use of these 
credit measures will do just that." 

.. Construction loans will enable farmers 
to repair, alter, modernize or erect new 
buildings, needed grain-storage facilities, or 

service buildings like machine shGcls and 
barns. Industry, local workers, the many 
construction trades, local businesses and the 
farmer himself wm all benefit." 

Kermit H. Hansen, Administrator of 
USDA's Farmers' Home Administration, has 
issued new instructions to field offices au
thorizing the new program. 

"In addition to major construction on 
farms of eligible borrowers," Mr. Hansen 
said, "there are many other needs for farm 
building and farm-home modernization.· 
They include providing water for farmstead 
and household use and in adding bathrooms, 
utility rooms, better kitchens, and many 
other improvements to the homes as well as 
to farm service buildings. 

"These loans are available to farmowners 
either for themselves or their tenants." 

Farm construction loans are made on 
favorable terms for periods up to 33 years at; 
4-percent interest. FHA serves farmers who 
are unable to obtain adequate credit through 
commercial or cooperative lenders. Loan 
applications are filed at the local county 
FHA office. 

Meanwhile to help solve the tight grain 
storage situation which USDA officials be
lieve w111 arise this year the Commodity 
Credit Corporation is urging farmers to build 
needed bins and cribs and to expand present 
storage facilities and replace wornout or 
unsatisfactory structures. 

Under CCC's continuing farm storage and 
equipment loan program producers can bor
row up to 80 percent of the cost of the 
new bins and cribs. The loans made at 4-
percent interest can be paid off over a period 
of 5 years. 

"This is a prime opportunity for farmers 
to further their interest," Secretary Benson 
sai.d. "The additional needed storage space 
farmers can obtain with CCC help now-will 
pay for itself." 

Mr. COOPER. I applaud also the long 
efforts and the interest of the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] in these 
two fields. 

UNEMPLOYMENT FIGURES 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 

administration has announced that it 
wants to wait until approximately the 
middle of April to decide whether or not 
it will advocate tax cuts. It bases its 
decision to postpone action on the 
ground that it does not yet know what 
the unemployment figures will show for 
March. 

It is true that the complete statistics 
on unemployment for March 15 will not 
appear until approximately April 10. 
But it is also true that the Department 
of Labor publishes weekly statistics on 
insured unemployment in the country, 
covering the unemployed under Federal 
and ·state railway and veterans' unem
ployment laws, and that from these :fig
ures one can make a very precise esti
mate of what the total number of unem
ployed in the country will be on a given 
date. 

It may be remembered that on the 
basis of these figures, I predicted, early 
in February, that the unemployment fig
ure for January 15 would be shown to 
be 4,500,000 and that that was almost 
prec~sely the figures which appeared 
some days later. 

It may also be remembered that some 
weeks ago, I predicted, on the basis of 
the same statistics, that the unemploy
ment figure for February 15 would be 
approximately 5,200,000, and that that 
turned out to be precisely the case. 
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There was n-o magic· in those predic
tions of mine, because we had discov· 
ered that the number of insured unem
pioyed formed from month to month 
approximately 63 percent of the total 
number of unemployed. The insured 
unemployed do not cover a number of 
categories of unemployment which need 
to be considered and are taken into con
sideration by the Bureau of the Census 
when it makes its sample covering in the 
middle of the month. 

For example, the :figures on insured 
unemployed obviously do not cover those 
who are unemployed in uncovered occu
pations and uncovered plants. The 
smaller plants are very commonly not 
covered by the various State unemploy
ment insurance laws, and certain cate
gories of employment are omitted 
completely. 

Second, the figures on insured unem
ployed do not cover those in the first 
week of unemployment, who _later claim 
benefits. Generally they are not eligi
ble for benefits until a week has p~ed. 

Third, the statistics on insured un
employed do not cover those who have 
exhausted their claims for benefits, but 
who have not yet found employment. 
As a result, the statistics on insured un
employed have fallen short, by about 
37 percent of the total, from covering 
that total, and therefore have applied 
to roughly 63 percent of the _final, tota1 
:figure. · 

We now have on hand the :figures for 
the insured unemployed for February 
15, February 22, and March 1; and I 
am now in a position to estimate what 
will be the total number for March 8. 

Very briefly, the insured unemJ?loy
ment for February i5 amounted to 3,-
338,000; for February 22, 3,487,000-or 
an increase of 149,000; and for March 
1, 3,503,000--or an increase of 16,000. 

On the basis of State :figures which I 
have collected, 'I now predict that the 
figure for the insured unemployed for 
the week of March 8 will be found to 
be approximately the same as the figure 
for the week of March 1, or within a 
close range of 3,500,000. That is an in
crease of approximately 163,000 over the 
:figure on insured unemployed from the 
15th of February. -

Taking these insured unemployment 
figures as forming approximately 63 
percent of the total number unemployed, 
we get the following: 

For February 22, estimated total un-
employed of 5,530,000. 

For March 1: 5,560,000. 
For March 8: 5,556,000. 
With the passage of time, as the num

ber of those who have exhausted their 
claims to standard benefits increases, 
one would expect that the ratio of the 
insured unemployed to the total number 
of unemployed would diminish, and that 
instead of 63 percent, perhaps the figure 
62 percent would be more appropriate. 

If 62 percent is taken as the base, 
it would give an estimated total unem-
ployment figure of 5,645,000 for com· 
pletely unemployed persons. 

Mr. President, normally one would ex
pect a decrease in unemployment be
tween the middle of February and the 
middle of March, ·because of the seasonal 
pickup which generally occurs at this 

time. · For example, in 1956 the March 
figure for unemployment was 80,000 less 
than the February :figure; and in 1957, 
the March :figure was 239,000 less than 
the February figure. 

It was this usual, seasonal pickup in 
employment and corresponding decrease 
in unemployment ·that the President's 
advisers were apparently relying on 
when they got him to issue his state
ment that March would be the beginning 
of the end of unemployment. 
· Of course we do not yet have the 
:figures for March 15; but 3 of the 
4 weeks have passed, and the total 
unemployment has probably increased 
from 5,200,000 to somewhere between 5,-
400,000 and 5,650,000; or in 3 weeks 
the unemployment has increased from 
200,000 to 450,000, instead of diminish
ing by the usual, seasonal figure of be
tween 80,000 and 240,000. 

A big pickup in employment and a de
crease in unemployment would have to 
have occurred between March 8 and 
March 15, in order to bring down the 
March figure to even an equality with 
the February :figure. 

Next week, on the basis of my material 
on insured unemployment, I shall make 
an estimate of what the .total unem
ployment will be for March 15. I can 
only say that on the basis of the :figures 
to date-up to March 8-there has been 
an appreciable increase in unemploy
ment, instead of the usual, seasonal de
crease in unemployment. 

This raises the question as to what 
the administration is waiting for. The 
weekly figures are in. We know that the 
economy is drifting downward. Why 
wait another 3 weeks to find out what 
should be apparent to anyone who has 
a pencil and can collect figures from 
the various State employment agencies? 

It will be interesting to see what statis
tics the Bureau of Labor issues tomorrow 
on the number of insured unemployed. 
I estimate it will-be around 3,500,000, and 
that, on the basis of that number of 
3,500,000, the total unemployment figure 
for the 8th of March will be somewhere 
between 5.4 million and 5.65 million, and 
that the most probable figure will be 
something over 5% million, instead of 
the 5,200,000 as of the 15th of February. 

Mr. President, I do not get any joy 
out of quoting these figures. I regret as 
much as anyone that the economy is 
drifting downward. But I have always 
maintained that one should face facts. 
It so happens that the formula I have 
used has been proved correct in every 
instance this winter. 

I urge, therefore, that the administra
tion not wait any longer; that every day 
of delay may cause us more trouble; that 
the country needs action, and needs ac
tion now. 

SIXTH ANNIVERSARY OF UNI-TED 
STATES ESCAPEE PROGRAM 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to bring to the attention of the 
Senate the fact that this Friday, March 
'21, will be the sixth anniversary of the 
United States escapee program. 

'I'h,e escapee prograin-US~P, it is 
called-is one of which all Americans 

should be informed, one of ·which any 
American can be proud. 

So long as the world is divided, half 
free and half slaye, men will be drawn 
to freedom, and will risk their lives to 
reach it. But 6 years ago those who had 
risked. their lives to reach freedom from 
behind the Iron Curtain faced a des
perate situation. Arriving destitute, in 
totally strange lands, they found local 
authorities unable to care for them, and 
it seemed that the new life they had fled 
to was one of misery and despair. Their 
disillusionment was being effectively ex
ploited by Communist propaganda. 

Then in March of 1952, President Tru
man announced the escapee program, 
the response of all the American people 
to this great need. 

These me~ and women-

He said-
friends of freedom-ask only for an oppor
tunity to play a useful role in the fight for 
freedom. It is the responsibility of the Free 
World to provide this opportunity. 

In the years since, this program has, I 
believe, given aid, hope, and confidence 
to more than 315,000 escapees from 
communism through reception, interim 
care and maintenance, and resettlement 
assistance. 

I congratulate those who are in charge 
of administering this. most excellent and 
vital program. I wish them every suc
cess in their further efforts, .and I know 
we all hope that the day may ·come when 
freedom will go increasingly to the en
slave_d peoples, so that men will no l9nger 
be required to risk their lives in order 
to flee to freedom. 

I turn now to another subject. -
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from California. 

PROPOSED SUMMIT MEETING 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 

there has been considerable discussion in 
recent months over the Soviet Union's 
proposals urging another summit meet
ing. :The position of ·this Government 
_has been in the past, and continues to be, 
that this country will participate in high
level meetings with the Soviet Union if 
there is an assurance that serious efforts 
will be made to reach agreement on some 
of the grave problems of international 
concern. 

In Belgrade this past week Yugoslavia's 
Tito attacked the western countries and 
the United States in a public speech for 
attempting to sabotage the proposed 
summit conference. Marshal Tito also 
stated that he was happy with the Soviet 
proposals for the summit conference. 

_Mr. President, if there was ever any 
doubt in the minds of reasonable people 
on where the self-interest of Marshal 
Tito really lies, the.se recent pro-Soviet 
remarks of his should remove their mis
understanding. The Communist Gov
ernment of Yugoslavia under Tito has 
constantly sided with the Soviet bloc in 
voting against the interests of a Free 
World on fundamental matters of prin
eiple that have arisen· in the United Na
tions in the past several years. 

This is the same Marshal Tito to whose 
government the citizens and taxpayers of 
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the United States have contributed 
nearly $1 ¥2 billion of assistance in our 
foreign-aid programs. 

HOUSE AMENDMENTS TO SENATE 
JOINT RESOLUTION 162, FREEZING 
SUPPORT PRICES 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the distinguished majority leader, I 
desire to announce that if the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry should desire to bring before 
the Senate for its consideration tomor
row the motion to agree · to the House 
amendments to Senate Joint Resolution 
162, it would be in order to do so to
morrow. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
that matter has not been discussed with 
me. I should like to withhold consent 
at this time. I think we should have 
additional notice, because there are Sen
ators who have not been advised that 
such consideration might be had. 

Mr. GORE. It was not my intention 
to ask consent, but merely to call it to 
the attention· of the Senate and make 
it a matter of record, so that Senators 
might be on notice that it might be in 
order to obtain consent of the distin
guished minority leader tomorrow. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It would be my 
hope that the matter would not be taken 
up tomorrow, for reasons of which the 
majority leader has been advised. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the bill <S. 1984) to provide for the 
transfer of the Civil Service Commission. 
Building in the District of Columbia to 
the Smithsonian Institution to house 
certain art collections of the Smithso
nian Institution. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10881) 
making supplemental appropriations fo1· 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, and 
for other purposes; agreed to the con
ference asked by the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on, and that Mr. CANNON, Mr. THOMAS, 
Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. TABER, 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN, and Mr. 
CLEVENGER were appointed managers on 
the part of the House at the conference. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message further announced that 

the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills: 

S. 235. An act to increase from $50 to $75 
per month the amount of benefits payable 
to widows of certain former employees of 
th~ Lighthouse Service; 

S. 2120. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct, rehabilitate, 
operate, and maintain the lower Rio Grande 
rehabilitation project, Texas, Mercedes divi
sion; and 

S. 3418. An act to stimulate residential 
construction. 

RECESS TO 11 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, pursuant 

to the order previously entered, I move 
that the Senate stand in recess until 11 
o'clock a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock and 18 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess, the recess being, under the 
order previously entered, until tomor
row, Friday, March 21, 1958, at 11 o'clock 
a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate March 20 (legislative day of 
March 17), 1958: 

!N THE ARMY 

Maj. Gen. John Honeycutt Hinrichs, 017174, 
Army of the United States (brigadier general, 
U. S. Army), for appointment as Chief of 
Ordnance, United States Army and as major 
general in the Regular Army of the United 
States, under the provisions of title 10, United 
States Code, section 3036. 

The following-named officer for appoint
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States, under the provisions of title 10, United 
States Code, sections 3284 and 3306: 

TO BE BRIGADIER GENERAL, MEDICAL CORPS 

Brig. Gen. Clement Franklin St. John, 
018258, Army of the United States (colonel, 
Medical Corps, U.S. Army). 

The following-named officer for temporary 
appointment in the Army of the United 
States to the grade indicated under the pro
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec
tions 3442 and 3447: 

TO BE l\1A:TOR GENERAL 

Brig. Gen. Charles Edward Beauchamp, 
018238, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

The officer named herein for appointment 
as a Reserve commissioned officer of the Army 

· under the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, section 593 (a) : 

TO BE MAJOR GENERAL 

Brig. Gen. Wllliam Henry Abendroth, 
0245799, National Guard of the United States. 

II 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, MARCH 20, 1958 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 

Zechariah 4: 6: Not by might, nor by 
power, but by My spirit, saith the Lord 
of hosts. 

Almighty God, may we be numbered 
among those who daily walk in the ways 
of godliness and goodness, meeting our 
most arduous tasks with faith and forti
tude. 

We humbly acknowledge that so fre
quently we are tempted to feel that our 
longings and struggles for peace on 
earth and good will among men are 
futile. 

Grant unto us a greater confidence in 
the glorious prediction that the day is 
coming when men shall beat their swords 
into plowshares and their spears into 
pruning hooks and all shall know Thee. 

May we find our help and hope, our 
calmness and courage in the conquering 
love and spirit of the Lord of hosts. 

To Thy name we ascribe all the praise. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Mc

Gown, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend
ment a bill of the House of the following 
title: 

H. R. 7226. An act to clarify the application 
of navigation rules for the Great Lakes and 
their connecting and tributary waters, and 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill <H. R. 5836) entitled "An act to 
readjust postal rates and to establish a 
Congressional policy for the determina
tion of postal rates, and for other pur
poses," disagreed to by the House; agrees 
to the conference asked by the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. JoHNSTON of 
South Carolina, Mr. MONRONEY, and Mr. 
CARLSON to be the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill <H. R. 10843) entitled "An act to 
amend section 114 of the Soil Bank Act 
with respect to compliance with corn 
acreage allotments,'' disagreed to by the 
House; agrees to the conference asked 
by the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. JOHNSTON of South 
Carolina, Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. AIKEN, and 
Mr. YouNG ·to ·be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two I:Iouses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
5822) entitled "An act to amend section 
406 <b) of 4;he Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938 with respect to the reinvestment by 
air carriers of the proceeds from the sale 
or other disposition of certain operating 
property and equipment. 

NO FEDERAL AID NEEDED NOW 
Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker~ I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re.
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, the per-

. sonal in9ome of Americans during Feb
ruary 1958 was the highest in the history 
of the Nation for this month of the year. 
Commerce Department figures show 
that personal income this February' was 
at an annual rate of $341.8 billion, com
pared to $338.5 billion during February 
of 1957, and $317.1 billion during Feb-
ruary of 1956. ~ 

Now I want to tell a story. 
A friend of mine used to tell about a 

hard working not too well educated fel
low who, through diligence and hard 
work, became a considerable success in 
the hamburger business. As he pros
pered, full of confidence, he plowed his 
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profits back into his stand which became 
ever larger and more elaborate. 

As news of his high quality ham
burgers spread, people came from miles 
around to be served by an ever increas
ing number of attractively. attired car
hops. 

In short, this fellow was doing re
. markably well-so well, in fact, that he 
was soon able to send his only son to 
college to study economics. 

Upon his return from the university, 
full of economic theory, the boy was 
amazed by the growth and expansion of 
his father's . business. He warned the 
old man of the threatening portents and 
predicted an early recession. 

Impressed by his son's newly acquired 
"'education," the father attempted to act 
on his advice. He began shopping for 
better prices on his hamburger meat 
and reducing the size of the portions. 
He shaved the size of his buns, dis
charged a number of the waitresses and 
slashed his advertising expense, in a 
desperate effort to avoid the losses which 
might be occasioned if his son's predic
tions came true. 

"Sure enough," he told my friend 
some months ·later, "business has surely 
gone to pot-off easily 50 percent al
ready. Am I not truly fortunate that 
my son was smart enough to warn me 
about all this slack business coming up, 
and just in the nick of time?" 

How now, do today's self-proclaimed 
proponents of Federal aid for the alleged 
recession explain this fact-that per· 
sonal income of Americans during Feb
ruary 1958 was the highest in the history 
of the Nation for this month of the year. 
Is this now a recession? No, it is a 
normal readjustment. No so-called 
Federal help needed, thanks just the 
same. 

SPEEDUP OF MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the REcORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, yester

day we passed Senate Concurrent Reso
lution 69 with only a few dissenting 

·votes, and during the course of the dis
cussion the chairman of the committee, 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. VIN
soN], reeled off a number of States 
where there would be a speedup of 
military construction. The figure of $41 
million was cited for the State of Illi
nois. I made a point, after returning 
to the omce, of inquiring just where 
this money was to be spent in Illinois 
and on what projects. The Armed 
Services Committee referred me to the 
Department of Defense; the Department 
of Defense, in turn, ref-erred me to the 
individual services. 

This morning I received word from 
the Navy, that there would be two proj
ects at the Great Lakes Naval Training 
Station in Chicago which would be af
fected. Hats off to the Navy for 
knowing what they are doing. But, 
then I received the Army's call, and was 

told that they could not come up with 
any figure or breakdown, for they did 
not know on what grounds the Defense 
Department had predicated their figure 
of $41 million. I suspect there is prob
ably even more confusion in the Air 
Force, as I have not even received a call 
back from them after having been 
promised one early this morning . 

Mr. Speaker, how then can we have 
a speedup on the military construction 
program when the very people who are 
supposed to be responsible for spurring 
it along do not know what the Congress 
is talking about when we authorize the 
speedup? 

I am only trying to point out, that 
this flush of resolutions, couched in 
careful language, beautifully phrased 
and glowing with pious platitudes, are 
just so much "hogwash" for public con
sumption. What we really need is ac
tion out in the field and less hot air 
from Congress. 

WITHHOLDING MONEYS APPROPRI
ATED BY CONGRESS 

Mr. ZELENKO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ZELENKO. Mr. Speaker, it has 

come to the attention of the Congress 
that in many of the Government depart
ments, in particular the Department of 
Defense, that moneys appropriated for 
particular purposes by the Congress have 
not been used for the projects for which 
they were designated and appropriated. 
That such moneys in some instances 
have been withheld and used for other 
departmental purposes or permitted to 
lapse. 

Such practice not only violates the 
Constitution but is contrary to the letter 
and spirit of the various appropriation 
bills. This practice has been indulged 
by appointees and bureaucrats in the 
several departments. These persons 
have usurped the authority of the Con
gress and have acted contrary to its 
mandate. 

It is necessary for the Congress, there
fore, to take action to remedy this un
tenable situation. I have introduced a 
bill to make it unlawful for any officer, 
agent, or employee of the United States 
or any department, bureau, or agency 
thereof to withhold or impound or other
wise prevent any moneys appropriated 
by the Congress. 

I acknowledge also the sympathetic 
position on this subject heretofore taken 
by my distinguished colleague from the 
State of Louisiana, the Honorable F. 
EDWARD HEBERT. 

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPRO
PRIATION BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1959 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Appropriations may have until mid
night Friday to file a, privileged report 
on the independent omces appropriation 
bill for fiscal year 1959. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 

aU points of order on the bill. 

DUTY ON PAINT ROLLER HANDLES 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent for the immediate consid
eration of the bill <H. R. 7004) to amend 
the Tariff Act of 1930 with respect to 
the dutiable status of handles, wholly or 
in chief value of wood, imported to be 
used in the manufacture of paint rollers. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That paragraph 412 of 

section 1 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended (19 u: S. C., sec. 1001, par. 412), is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: "Handles, wholly or in chief value 
of wood,_ imported to be used in the manu
facture of paint rollers, shall be dutiable at 
the rate applicable to paintbrush handles, 
wholly or in chief value of wood, on the date 
handles imported for such use are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for· consump
tion." 

SEc. 2. The amendment made by the first 
section of this act shall be effective with 
respect to articles entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse, for consumption on or after 
the date of the enactment of this act. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 1, line 8, after "rate" insert "(how
ever established)." 

Page 2,line 3, strike out "on or." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third ·time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks in 
explanation of the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, the purpose 
of H. R. 7004 is to make handles wholly 

. or in chief value of wood, imported to 
be used in the manufacture of paint 
rollers, dutiable -at the rate, however es
tablished, applicable to paintbrush han
dles of wood. 

This bill would establish an identical 
rate of duty for paintbrt;.sh handles and 
paint-roller handles on a permanent 
basis. At the present time, paintbrush 
handles of wood, which were specifically 
enumerated in paragraph 412 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, are dutiable at a rate 
of 9 pe1·cent ad valorem. The duty origi
nally established for such handles was 
33% percent ad valorem. Pursuant to 
trade agreements, the rate is now 9 per-
cent ad valorem and on June 30, 1958, 
will become 8% percent ad valorem. 
Paint-roller handles are presently classi
fied for duty purposes, under the catch
all provision in paragraph 412 of the 
Tariff Act for manufacturers wholly or 

. in chief value of wood, and the rate of 
duty presently applicable is 16% percent 
ad valorem. The original statutory rate 
was 33% percent ad valorem. Under 
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this bill, wooden handles imported to be 
used in the manufacture of paint rollers 
would become-dutiable at whatever rates, 
however established, are then or there
after applicable to paintbrush handles of 
wood. 

Also, under this bill, where the rate of 
duty on an . article differs because of 
source, for example, products of Commu
nist-controlled countries, as compared 
with products of non-Communist coun
tries, the duty to be applied to paint
roller handles covered by the bill would 
be the same as the duty applied on the 
paintbrush handles from that source. 

Your committee was unanimous in 
recommending enactment of this legisla
tion. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
Imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, this legis

lation was introduced by my distin
guished colleague from Ohio [Mr. 
JENKINS] and has its meritorious pur
pose the establishment of an identical 
duty rate for paint-roller handles as is 
applicable to paintbrush handles where 
both such handles are made wholly of 
in chief value of wood. 

Paint rollers are substantially used 
for the identical purpose for which 
paintbrushes are used. This legislation 
would establish an identical rate of duty 
for paintbrush handles and paint-roller 
handles on a permanent basis. It is ap
propriate that this legislation should be 
favorably acted on by the Congress and 
it is for that reason that I have sup
ported its passage in the House today. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. JENKINS] may extend his re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I am 

privileged to be the author of H. R. 7004 
and I would like to take this oppor
tunity to thank my esteemed colleagues 
on the Committee on Ways and Means 
and the distinguished membership of 
this House for the favorable consider
ation they have given to this bill. As 
my chairman, the gentleman from Ar
kansas [Mr. MILLS], and as my ranking 
Republican colleague on the committee, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REED], have explained, this legislation 
provides an identical duty rate for paint 
roller handles and for paint brush 
handles. Under existing law paint 
brush handles are dutiable at a rate of 
9 percent ad valorem and are scheduled 
to become dutiable at 8¥2 percent ad 
valorem June 30, 1958. Paint roller 
handles are presently dutiable at 16% 
percent ad valorem and there is no rea
for this disparity. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
was unanimous in recommending favor
able consideration of H. R. 7004 and the 
committee recei:ved favorable reports 
from the Departments of state, Treas
ury, and ·Labor. 

CIV--309 

DUTY ON PISTOLS AND REVOLVERS 
NOT CAPABLE OF FIRING FIXED 
AMMUNITION 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent for the immediate con
sideration of the bill <H. R.- 1126) to 
amend the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide 
that muzzle-loading pistols and revolv
ers shall be exempt from duty. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That paragraph 1723 of 

the Tariff Act of 1930 (providing an exemp
tion from duty for certain muzzle-loading 
weapons) is amended by inserting "pistols, 
revolvers," after "rifles,". 

SEc. 2. The amendment made by the first 
section of this act shall apply only with 
.respect to articles entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse, for consumption, on and 
after the date of the enactment of this act. 

With the follc.wing committee amend
ments: 

strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

"That paragraph 1723 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U. S. C., sec. 201, par. 1723) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"'PAR. 1723. Muskets, shotguns, rifles, 
pistols, and revolvers, all the foregoing not 
designed to fire or capable of firing a fixed 
metallic cartridge or fixed shotgun shell, and 
parts of muskets, shotguns, rifles, pistols, 
and revolvers provided for in this paragraph.' 

"SEc. 2. The amendment made by the first 
section of this act shall apply only with re
spect to articles entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse, for consumption after the date of 
the enactment of this act." 

Mr. MILLS (during the reading of 
the amendment). Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to dispense with fur
ther reading of the amendments and 
that they be printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The committee amendments were 

agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 to 
exempt from duty pistols and revolvers 
not using fixed ammunition." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
thiS point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, the purpose 

of H. R. 1126, as reported by the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, is to amend 
paragraph 1723 of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
to add pistols and revolvers, and parts 
thereof and fittings therefor, to the list 
of articles accorded duty-free status 
therein, and to provide that the phrase 
"all the foregoing not designed to fire or 
capable of firing a fixed metallic car
tridge or fixed shotgun shell" shall apply 
to all the listed articles. 

As indicated in the report on the bill, 
paragraph 1723 of the original Tariff 
Act of 1930, provided for the duty-free 
entry of "muzzle-loading muskets, shot
guns, rifles, and parts thereof." Pistols 
and revolvers of comparative obsoles
cence were not included in the list of 
weapons contained in paragraph 1723 
which are accorded duty-free status. 
Although certain muzzle-loading and 
other pistols and revolvers are dutiable 
under paragraph 366 of the Tari11' Act of 
1930, your committee has been advised 
that at the present time many old and 
obsolete revolvers and muzzle-loading 
pistols may be entitled to duty-free entry 
under the provisions for artistic an
tiques in paragraph 1811 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, if they were made prior to 
the year 1830. However, if such articles 
are not entitled to duty-free status un
der paragraph 1811 they are assessed 
with duty under the provisions for pis
tols and revolvers in paragraph 366 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as modified. Your 
committee has been further advised that 
reports have been received from im
porters who experienced and are expe
riencing difficulty in establishing the 
right of such articles to free entry status 
under paragraph 1811. H. R. 1126 is de
signed to eliminate this difficulty with 
regard to the named articles. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
concluded that the admission of obso
lete shoulder weapons duty free, while 
at the same time subjecting obsolete 
handguns to duty, appears to be both 
inconsistent and illogical. All types of 
obsolete firearms are equally sought by 
gun collectors as a hobby and for their 
historical significance. 

Departmental reports on the bill were 
favorable, and the committee was unani
mous in urging enactment of this legis
lation. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to ·extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 
· The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, this legisla

tion has as its purpose the granting of 
duty-free status to pistols and revolvers 
and parts and fittings therefor which 
are not designed to fire or capable of fir
ing a cartridge or shell. The firearms 
covered under this legislation are of 
comparative obsolescence. It is my un
derstanding that the purpose of this 
legislation is to facilitate the acquisition 
of firearms covered under the bill by 
gun collectors ~ a hobby and for their 
historical significance. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
was unanimous in reporting favorably 
on this legislation and we have received 
favorable reports from the Departments 
of State, Commerce, and Labor. With 
respect to the reports from the Depart
ment of Labor it ws.s pointed out that 
this legislation would have no adverse 
effect on American employment. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that with respect to 
these bills just passed, the authors of 
the bills may be permitted to extend their 
remarks, if they desire to do so. 
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The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

DUTY ON. EVISCERATED PIGEONS 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill <H. R. 7363) to 
amend the Tariff Act of 1930 to reduce 
the import duty on eviscerated pigeons. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Ar
kansas? . 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That paragraph 712 of 

section 1 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended 
( 19 U . . s. c. 712), is amended by inserting 
after "turkeys, 10 cents per pound;" the fol
lowing: "pigeons, prepared by removal of 
the feathers, heads, and all or part of the 
viscera, but not cooked or divided into por
tions, 5 cents per pound;". 

SEc. 2. The amendment made by the first 
section of this act shall be effective with re
spect to articles entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse, for consumption, on o::: after the 
date of the enactment of this act. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: "That paragraph 712 of section 
1 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 
U. S. C., sec. 1001, par. 712), is amended by 
inserting after 'all other, 10 cents· per pound;' 
the following: 'pigeons, prepared by removal 
of the feathers, heads, and all or part of the 
viscera, with or without removal of the feet, 
but not cooked or divided into portions, 5 
cents per pound;'. 

""SEc. 2. The amendment made by the 
first section of this act shall be effective. 
w!th respect to articles entered, or with
drawn from warehouse, for consumption 
after the date of the enactment of this act." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion .to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, the purpose 

of H. R. '1363, which was introduced by 
our colleague, the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. HEBERT], is to amend the 
Tarift Act of 1930, as amended, to reduce 
the import duty on pigeons, prepared by 
removal of the feathers, heads, and all or 
part of the viscera, with or without re
moval of the feet, but not cooked or di
vided into portions, to 5 cents per pound. 
As pointed out in the committee report, 
at the present time, pigeons prepared in 
the manner described in your commit
tee's bill are classified under the pro
vision in paragraph '112 of the duty list 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 
for "birds prepared or preserved 
in any manner and not specially provided 
for." This classification covers a wide 
variety of prepared or preserved birds, 
such as chickens, ducks, geese, guineas, 
swans, doves, pheasant, and so forth. 

The duty originally imposed under the 
Tarift Act on this statutory classification 
of birds was 10 cents per pound. 

As a result of various trade-agreement 
concessions, and modifications thereof, 
the above-described statutory provision 
is subdivided into three parts: one cov
ering chickens-prepared in the same 
manner as described in this bill; another 
covering turkeys-prepared in the same 
manner; and the remainder consisting of 
the other birds. Eviscerated chickens 
and turkeys are dutiable at reduced 
rates, pursuant to trade-agreement con
cessions. Your committee's bill would 
add a fourth subclassification covering 
eviscerated pigeons, at the same rate 
which is now applicable to eviscerated 
chickens. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
was unanimous in recommending enact
ment of this bill. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, this legisla

tion, H. R. 7363, would reduce to 5 cents 
per pound the import duty on pigeons 
that are prepared for consumption by a 
process of evisceration. Under existing 
law such fowl is dutiable at 10 cents per 
pound. There are relatively few imports 
of this article so that there would be no 
significant revenue loss from the enact
ment of this legislation. The Committee 
on Ways and Means was unanimous in 
reporting favorably on H. R. 7363. 

AMORPHOUS GRAPHITE 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent for the immediate con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 2783) to 
amend the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide 
for tpe free importation of amorphous 
graphite. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request · of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That (a) paragraph 213 

of the Tariff Act of 1930 is amended by in
serting after "Amorphous." the following: 
"valued at more than $50 per ton,". 

(b) Title II of such act (relating to the 
free list) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

"PAR. 1821. Amorphous graphite Ol' amor
phous plumbago, crude or refined, valued at 
$50 per ton or less." 

SEc. 2. The amendments made by the first 
section of this act shall apply with respect to 
articles entered, or withdrawn from ware
house, for consumption, after the date of the 
enactment of this act. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: "That paragraph 213 of the Tar
iff Act of 1930 is amended by striking out 
"Amorphous, 10 percent ad valorem;". Title 
II of the Tariff Act of 1930 (relating to the 
free list) 1s amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

•• 'PAR. 1823. Amorphous graphite or amor
phous plumbago, crude or refined.' 

"SEc. 2. The amendments made by the 
first section of this act shall apply with re
spect to articles entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse, for consumption, after the date 
of the enactment of this act." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is ·there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, the purpose 

of H. R. 2783, as amended by your com
mittee, is to amend the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended, to transfer amorphous 
graphite or plumbago, crude or re:Qned, 
from paragraph 213 of the dutiable list 
to. the free list. 

Amorphous graphite or plumbago, 
crude or refined, and regardless of value, 
was made dutiable in paragraph 213 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as originally en
acted, at the rate of 10 percent ad 
valorem. The duty was reduced to 5 per
cent ad valorem · pursuant to a bilateral 
trade agreement with the United King
dom, effective January 1, 1939, and the 
reduced rate was bound against increase 
in a bilateral trade agreement with 
Mexico effective January 30, 1943. The 

. reduced t·ate of 5 percent ad valorem 
was again bound against increase in the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, 
effective January 1, 1948. These conces
sions extended to both the natural and 
artificial product, both of which are clas
sified under par£.graph 213. Effective 
September 10, 1955~ the duty on the 
natural product was further reduced to 
2 ¥2 percent ad valorem, pursuant to a 
further concession. The duty on the 
artificial product was not further re
duced and remains 5 percent ad valorem. 

Amorphous graphite is a mineral 
which has a wide variety of uses, and 
the United States bas long been depend
ent on imports for nearly all of its re
quirements of natural amorphous graph
ite. Domestic production supplies only 
a negligible part of the domestlc con
sumption of natural amorphous graph
ite. There is a large domestic produc
tion of the artificial amorphous graphite 
which has supplied nearly all of the 
domestic requirements. The Commit
tee on Ways and Means was advised 
that the principal domestic manufac
turers of the artificial material them
selves consume practically their entire 
output at present and very little enters 
commercial channels in unfabricated 
form. 

Information brought. to the attention 
of the committee indicated that in recent 
years over 95 percent of the amorphous 
graphite imported for consumption in 
the United States originated in Canada, 
Ceylon, Mexico, and Norway. This is a 
strategic item stockpiled for the Air 
Force. 

The committee received favorable re
ports on this legislation, in the form 
reported, from the interested Depart-
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ments. The ·committee was unanimous 
in urging enactment of this legislation. 

Mr. REEO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, this legisla

tion would amend the Tariff Act of 1930 
so as to transfer amorphous graphite or 
plumbago, crude or refined, from the 
dutiable list to the free list. Amorphous 
graphite is a mineral with a wide va
riety of industrial uses; for example, it 
is used extensively in the manufacture of 
carbon brushes, lubricants, and electrical 
motors. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
has been informed that the United 
States has for a considerable period been 
dependent on imports for nearly all of 
its requirements of natural amorphous 
graphite. The Committee on Ways and 
Means was unanimous in acting favor-

. ably on this legislation. 
Mr. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to say a few words on behalf of my 
bill, H. R. 2783, which would amend the 
Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for the 
free importation of amorphous graphite. 

Amorphous graphite is · a mineral 
which has a wide variety of .uses. For 
example, it is used for foundry facings 
and in the manufacture of carbon 
brushes, dry-cell batteries, pencils and 
'paints, lubricants, and brush stock for 
electric motors. 

The United States has long been de
pendenf on imports for nearly all its 
requirements of natural amorphous 
graphite. In recent years over 95 per
cent of the amorphous ·graphite im
ported for consumption in the United 
States originated in Canada, Ceylon, 
Mexico, and Norway. In fact 80 percent 
of the imports came from Mexico. I . 
would like to point out that the major 
part of the Mexican deposits of amor
phous graphite is owned and operated by 
United States concerns. Natural gra
phite is among materials listed as 
strategic and critical for stockpiling pur
poses by the Federal Government. 

The Ways and Means Committee has 
received favorable reports on this legis
lation from the Departments of Com
merce, State, Labor, and Defense, as well 
as informative reports from the Depart
ment of the Treasury and from the 
United States Tariff Commission. In 
addition the Department of Labor re
ported that it has no information which 
would lead it to anticipate an unfavor
able effect on domestic employment if 
this legislation is enacted. I can see no 
sound reason to continue amorphous 
graphite on the duty list and urge that 
this leg~slation be enacted. 

HARPSICHORDS AND C~VICHORDS 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent for the immediate con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 5208) to 
amend paragraph 1541 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, as amended, to provide that the 
rate of duty in effect with respect to 
h~rpsichords · and cia vi chords shall be 

the same as the rate in effect with re .. 
spect to pianos. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That paragraph 1541 (a) 

of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: "The rate of duty 
in effect at any time with respect to harpsi
chords and clavichords shall be the same as 
the rate. of duty then in effect (however 
established) with respect to pianos." 

SEc. 2. The amendment made by this act 
shall apply to articles entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse, for consumption on or after 
the day on which this act is enacted. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out an after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

"That paragraph 1541 (a) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended (19 U. S. C., sec. 
1001, par. 1541 (a)), is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen
tence: 'Harpischords and clavichords, and 
parts thereof, shall be dutiable at the rate 
(however established) applicable to pianos 
(or parts thereof) on the date entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for consump
tion.' 

"SEC. 2. The amendment made by the first 
section of this act shall apply to articles en
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for con
sumption after the day on which this act 
is enacted." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to e::l'tend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 
- The SPEAKER. · Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, as indi

cated in the committee report, the pur
pose of H. R. 5208 is to amend para
graph 1541 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended, to provide that harpsichords 
and clavi chords and parts thereof shall 
be dutiable at the rate,-however estab
lished, applicable to pianos or parts 
thereof. 

This bill would establish an identical 
rate of duty on harpsichords and clavi
chords, and pianos, on a permanent 
basis. It would also establish an iden
tical rate of duty on parts of harpsi
chords and cia vichords and on parts of 
pianos on a permanent basis. 

Pianos, harpsichords, and cia vichords 
were all originally dutiable at the same 
rate of duty, 40 percent ad valorem, un .. 
der the catchall provision in paragraph 
1541 (a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 for 
"musical instruments and parts thereof, 
not specially provided for." As a result 
of concessions, pianos and parts thereof 
were carved out of the catchall provision 
and made separately dutiable at 20 per .. 
cent ad valorem, effective June 6, 1951. 
Further trade-agreement concessions 
negotiated in 1956 resulted in a further 
reduction in the duty on pianos and 

parts to 17 percent ad valorem, to be .. 
come effective in 3 annual stages. The 
second-stage rate, 18 percent ·ad va .. 
lorem, is presently in effect, and the rate 
of 17 percent ad valorem will become 
applicable on June 30, 1958. 

Harpsichords and clavichords re
mained dutiable at the original 40-per
cent rate until, in the 1956 GATT 
negotiations, stringed instruments and 
parts thereof, were also carved out of 
the catchall provision and made sepa
rately dutiable at 34 percent ad valorem, 
the reduction to become effective in 3 
annual stages. The second-stage rate, 
36 percent ad valorem, is presently in 
effect, and the rate of 34 percent ad 
valorem will become effective on June 
30, 1958. 

Thus, at the present time, pianos are 
dutiable at a rate of 18 percent ad va
lorem, while harpsichords and clavi
chords are presently dutiable at a rate 
of 36 per·cent ad valorem. Under your 
committee's bill, the rate of · duty on 
these instruments would be the same as 
the rate of duty applicable to pianos, 
on a permanent basis. 

Also, under your committee's bill, 
where the rate of duty on an article 
differs because of source, for example, 
products of Communist-controlled 
countries as compared with products of 
non-Communist-controlled countries, the 
duty to be applied to harpsichords and 
clavichords, and parts thereof, would be 
the same as the duty applied on pianos, 
or parts thereof, from that source. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
was unanimous in urging enactment of 
this legislation. , · 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan .. 
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, H. R. 5208 

would provide an identical duty rate 
with respect to harpsichords and clavi
chords that is presently applicable to 
pianos or parts thereof. Pianos, harp .. 
sichords, and clavichords were all origi .. 
nally dutiable at the same rate of duty 
under the Tariff Act of 1930. Tariff ne
gotiations by the executive department 
has resulted in the duty applicable to 
pianos being reduced to 17 percent ad 
valorem to become effective on June 30, 
1958. The present duty rate is 18 per
cent. The duty on harpsichords and 
clavichords is presently 36 percent ad 
valorem and is scheduled to become 34 
percent ad valorem effective June 30, 
1958. 

H. R. 5208 would provide that the rate 
of duty on the subject musical instru
ments would be the same as the rate of 
duty applicable to pianos on a perma
nent basis. The Committee on Ways 
and Means was unanimous in reporting 
favorably on this legislation. 

IMPORTATION OF CERTAIN 
REGALIA AND GEMS 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imou·s consent for the immediate con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 7516) to 
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amend the Tariff Act of 1930 so as to 
permit the importation free of duty of 
.religious vestments and regalia pre
sented without charge to a church or to 
certain religious, educational, or chari
table organizations. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That (a) paragraph 

1773 of th~ Tariff Act of 1930 is amended by 
striking out "for the use and by order of" 
each place it appears therein and inserting 
in lieu thereof "for the use of, either by 
order of or by presentation (without charge) 
to,". 

(b) The amendment made by this act 
shall apply to articles entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouses, for consumption on or 
after Apr111, 1956. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 1, line 6, after "or" strike out "by" 
and insert "for." 

Page 1, line 10, strike out "April 1, 1956." 
and insert the following: ·~the date of the 
enactment of this act, and to regalia covered 
by entries or withdrawals which have not 
been liquidated or the liquidation of which 
has not become final on such date of enact
ment." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, as indi

cated in the committee report, the pur
pose of H. R. 7516, as amended by your 
committee, is to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930, as amended, so as to permit 
the importation free of duty of religious 
vestments and regalia for presentation 
without charge to a church or to certain 
religious, educational, or charitable or
ganizations. 

Paragraph 1773 of the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended, originally provided 
for the free importation of regalia and 
gems when such articles are imported 
"by order of" certain religious, philo
sophical, educational or literary socie
ties, or certain colleges, academies, 
schools, and libraries, and not for sale. 
H. R. 7516 would extend the privilege 
of articles imported for the use of the 
named societies or institutions, but not 
for sale, whether ordered by such soci
eties or institutions, or presented to 
them as gifts. 

The proposed amendment of para
graph 1773 would provide the same con
ditions for the importation of regalia 
and gems for the use of the named in
stitutions as are provided in paragraph 
1774 in the case of certain church fix
tures of a religious nature imported for 
the use of religious organizations. As 
originally enacted, paragraph 1774 
granted the exemption therein only to 

articles imported for presentation as 
gifts to and for the use of religious or
ganizations. However, Public Law 392, 
82d Congress, amended paragraph 1774 
to extend the free-entry privilege to im
ports of the fixtures ordered by the re
ligious organizations themselves. The 
proposed amendment of paragraph 1773 
deals with the converse situation, the 
privilege now therein provided for be
ing limited to imports of articles or
dered by the named societies or 
institutions. 

Favorable reports were received on 
this bill from the Departments. The 
Committee on Ways and Means was 
unanimous in urging enactment of this 
legislation. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 
. The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, H. R. 7516 

would provide for the duty free importa
tion of religious vestments and regalia 
when imported for donation to a church 
or to certain religious, educational, or 
charitable organizations. The bill would 
provide comparable customs treatment 
for the importation of articles under this 
legislation as is provided in the Tariff 
Act for imports of church fixtures of a 
religious nature imported for the use of 
religious organizations. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
was unanimous in reporting favorably 
on this legislation. 

ARTICLES FOR REPAIRS, ALTERA
TION, OR PROCESSING 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent for the immediate con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 9923) to 
amend the Tariff Act of 1930 to permit 
temporary free importation under bond 
for exportation, of articles to be repaired, 
altered, or otherwise processed under 
certain conditions, and for other pur
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That subdivision (1) 

of section 308 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amende~ (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, 
sec. 1308 ( 1) ) , is further amended to read as 
follows: 

" ( 1) Merchandise imported to be repaired 
or altered or to be processed (including proc
esses which result in articles manufactured 
or produced in the United States except al
cohol, distilled spirits, wine, and beer (in
cluding dilutions or mixtures of any or all 
of them) and perfumes and other com
modities containing ethyl alcohol whether 
or not such alcohol is denatured, and 
products of wheat), except that this sub
division shall not be applicable to merchan
dise imported to be suojected to processes 
which w111 result in articles manufactured 
or produced in the United States unless a 
complete accounting will be made to the 
customs service for all articles, wastes, and 
irrecoverable losses resulting from such proc
esses; and all such articles and valuable 

wastes will be exported or destroyed under 
customs supervision." 

SEC. 2. (a) Subparagraph (e) (3) of par
agraph 1615, Tariff Act of 1930, as amended 
(U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 1201, 
par. 1615 (e) (3)), is further amended to 
read as follows: 

"(3) Any article manufactured or pro
duced in the United States in a customs 
bonded warehouse or under section 308 ( 1) 
of this act and exported under any provision 
of law; or". 

(b) Subparagraph (g) (3) of .paragraph 
1615, Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (U. S. 
C., 1952 edition, Supp. III, sec. 1201, par. 
1615 (g) (3)), is further amended by de
leting the word "or" at the end of subdi
vision (B); by changing the period at the 
end of subdivision (C) to a semicolon; and 
adding the following: 

"or 
"(D) Any article manufactured or pro

duced and exported under section 308 (1) 
of this act." · 

SEc. 3. The amendments made by this act 
shall be effective with respect to merchan
dise entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, 
for consumption on and after the 30th day 
following enactment. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: "That subdivision ( 1) of section 308 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended ( 19 
U. S. C., sec. 1308 (1), is amended to read 
as follows: 

" ' ( 1) Merchandise imported to be re
paired, altered, or processed (including proc
esses which result in articles manufactured 
or produced in the United States); but mer
chandise may be admitted into the United 
States under this subdivision only on condi
tion that-

" '(A) such merchandise wm not be proc
essed into an article manufactured or pro
duced in the United States if such article 
is-

" '{i) alcohol, dist1lled spirits, wine, beer, 
or any dilution or mixture of any or all of 
the foregoing; 

"'(ii) a perfume or other commodity con
taining ethyl alcohol (whether o.r not such al
cohol is denatured) ; or 

"'(iU) a product of wheat; and 
" '(B) if any processing of such merchan

dise results in an article (other than an ar
ticle described in clause (A) of this subdivi
sion) manufactured or produced in the 
United States-

"'(i) a complete accounting will be made 
to the Customs Service for all articles, 
wastes, and irrecoverable losses resulting 
from such processing; and 

" ' ( ii) all articles and valuable wastes re
sulting from such processing will be export
ed or destroyed under customs supervision 
within the bonded period; • 

"SEC. 2. {a) Subparagraph (e) (3) of par
agraph 1615 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended (19 U. S. C., sec. 1201, par. 1615 
(e) ) , is amended to read as follows: 

"'(3) Any article (A) manufactured or 
produced in the United States in a customs 
bonded warehouse or under section 308 ( 1) 
of this act, and (B) exported under any pro
vision of law; or.' 

"(b) Subparagraph (g) (3) of paragraph 
1615 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended 
(19 U. S. C., sec. 1201, par. 1615 (g) (3)), is 
amended by striking out 'or' at the end of 
subdivision (B), by striking out the period at 
the end of subdivision (C) and inserting in 
lieu thereof '; or', and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subdivision: 

" '(D) after manufacture or production in 
the United States under section 308 (1) of 
this act.' 

"SEC. 3. The amendments made by this act 
shall apply with respect to articles entered, 
or withdrawn from warehouse, for consump-
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tion on or after the 30th day following the 
date of the enactment of this act." 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

,Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, as .pointed 

out in the committee report the pur
pose of H. R. 9923, as amended by the 
Committee on Ways and Means, is to 
amend section 308 of the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended, so as to allow im
ported merchandise to be entered under 
a section 308 import-export bond for 
use in the manufacture or production 
of articles solely for export, upon com
pliance with specified conditions de• 
signed to safeguard the revenue, except 
that such merchandise cannot be proc
essed into an article manufactured or 
produced in the United States if such 
article is alcohol, distilled spirits, wine, 
beer, or any dilution or mixture of any 
or all of the foregoing, a perfume or 
other commodity containing ethyl alco
hol (whether or not such alcohol is de
natured), or a product of wheat .. 

Section 308 < 1) of the Tariff Act, pres
entiy provides that articles may be en
tered temporarily free of duty under 
bond for exportation, for repair, altera
tion or to be processed, but if the proc
essing would be such as to result in 
articles manufactured or produced in 
the United States, entry under section 
308 (1) bond is not allowed. For ex
ample, this bond procedure is not avail
able to an importer who brings in a 
shipment of airplane parts for use in the 
manufacture by him in this country of 
an airplane which will be exported. This 
is because the airplane would be con
sidered to be an article manufactured 
or produced in the United States. In 
order for the importer to do this under 
present law, he must file a consumption 
entry, pay duty on the merchandise, file 
an application for drawback pursuant 
to section 313 (a) of the Tariff Act, pre
pare a drawback entry to ·cover the ex
ported product, and await the payment 
of drawback of 99 percent of duties paid 
on the imported merchandise used. This 
procedure is costly and time consuming 
to both the importer and the Govern
ment. 

H. R. 9923 would amend the relevant 
provisions of the Tariff Act so as to per
mit operations such as the one I have 
described to be carried out under im
port-export bond, even though the article 
as exported would have been processed 
to such a degree as to be considered an 
"article manufactured or produced in 
the United States." The bill contains 
specified conditions designed to safe
guard the revenue and the substantive 
purposes of ·the Tariff Act. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
was advis~d that adoption of the pro
visions contained in the bill- would re-

sult in a substantial reduction of time
consuming work to the customs service 
and would enable any importers who 
manufacture by lot solely for export to 
avoid having their money tied up for ex
tended periods awaiting the processing 
of their claims for drawback. 

Favorable reports were received on this 
bill from the interested departments. 

The committee was unanimous in urg .. 
ing enactment of this bill. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, H. R. 9923 

was introduced by our distinguished col
league from Washington [Mr. PELLY] 
who has worked very effectively to obtain 
the favorable consideration of this legis
lation which was unanimously reported 
by the Committee on Ways and Means. 

The purpose of the bill is to allow im
ported merchandise to be entered under 
bond for use in the manufacture of pro
duction of articles that are to be ex
ported. The legislation contains safe
guards so as to prevent abuse of this 
privilege. The Department of Labor in 
commenting on this legislation stated 
that the bill would have the effect of 
increasing employment opportunities. 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join in 
supporting this legislation. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, H. R. 9923 
which just passed the House will simplify 
the procedure of importing foreign parts 
that go into the manufacture of prod
ucts in this country for export and, in 
lieu of depositing cash with the Depart· 
ment of the Treasury, the manufacturers 
of this country will be able to file a bond. 
Obviously, this is in line with the pres
ent way of doing business. 

Entry of items used in repair and alter· 
ation is presently provided for; however, 
as an example, entry under bond is not 
available to an importer bringing in air· 
plane parts for use in the manufacture 
of planes in this country which, in turn, 
will be exported. The present procedure 
which is costly and time consuming no.t 
only to the importer but also to the Gov
ernment will be greatly improved and 
simplified by the passage of H. R. 9923. 

The Treasury Department and the 
Commissioner of Customs have approved 
this legislation and I would like to com
mend the Ways and Means Committee, 
and its chairman, for recognizing the 
desirability of this measure and expe
ditiously implementing its passage 
through the House. 

PRICE SUPPORT AND ACREAGE 
ALLOTMENT LAWS 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, by direc .. 
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up the resolution-House Resolution 
505-providing for the consideration of 
Senate Joint Resolution 162, to stay any 
reduction in support prices or acreage · 
allotments until Congress can make ap
propriate changes in the price support 
and acreage allotment laws, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol· 
lows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the joint reso
lution (S. J. Res. 162) to stay any reduction 
in support prices or acreage allotments until 
Congress can make appropriate changes in 
the price support and acreage allotment laws. 
After general debate, which shall be confined 
to the joint resolution and shall continue not 
to exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on Agricul
ture, the joint resolution shall be read for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the reading of the joint 
resolution for amendment, the Committee 
shall rise and report the same to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted, and the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the joint resolution 
and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo
tion to recommit. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as the reading of the 
rule, House Resolution 505 would indi
cate, it makes in order the consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution, Senate 
Joint Resolution 162. The rule is an 
open rule and provides for 2 hours of 
general debate on the joint resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, this might well be termed 
stopgap legislation. In the last few 
days, the House of Representatives as 
well as the other body has passed legis
lation aimed at stopping the so-called 
recession. In other words, there has 
been a movement afoot on the part of 
the Congress to stimulate business and 
furnish employment in all segments of 
our economy. I think it is fair to say 
that this particular resolution would in 
a sense do the same thing for agriculture 
as has been done for these other seg .. 
ments of our economy in the legislation 
which has already been passed. May I 
repeat, Mr. Speaker, that this might 
well be termed stopgap legislation. 
Certainly, it is not an answer to the farm 
problem, but it would retain the status 
quo so as to prevent further declines in 
prices of the basic agricultural products. 
In other words, what this resolution 
would do would be to say that in this 
spiral of recession, you cannot jerk the 
floor out from under the prices which 
the farmers are now receiving and which 
are generally regarded as inadequate; I 
think the joint resolution which we will 
consider following the consideration of 
the rule should be adopted and I hope 
signed by the President. But I hope this 
will not be an end of farm legislation in 
this session of the Congress. A long
range and more adequate program must 
be adopted if agriculture is to share 
equally in our managed economy. 

Tobacco is specifically excluded from 
provision of the resolution since supports 
for it have not been reduced in 1958 and 
because tobacco comes under a different 
program generally. 

The Senate version differs from the 
House version which we will consider 
here today in that under the provisions 
of the Senate resolution the supports and 
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acreage allotments would be frozen until 
further and affirmative action were taken 
by the Congress. Under the House ver
sion, the application of the resolution in 
the case of price supports is limited to 
the 1958 crop or market season and the 
1959 crop in case of acreage allotments 
since acreage allotments for 1958 have 
already been determined and announced. 

Moreover, if the price support rates 
announced by the Secretary of Agricul
ture become effective, assuming that the 
volume of the various crops in 1958 is the 
same as 1957, it is estimated that there 
would be a cut in farm income of about 
one-half billion dollars. 

Mr. Speaker, while I recognize and 
appreciate that there is justification for 
a difference of opinion on whether this 
is the proper procedure, I cannot do 
otherwise than support this transitory 
program pending the development of a 
long range and more effective program 
under the existing circumstances in the 
present day economy. I am not one of 
those who assumes to have the answer to 
the agricultural dilemma. Neither do 
I belong in the category of those who 
belabor and belittle the Secretary of 
Agriculture. I am perfectly willing to 
subscribe to him the same credit for 
sincerity that I would expect if I were 
in his position. But I cannot see how we 
can fail to at least attempt to give the 
farmer, in the present economic situa
tion, something in the nature of the 
same treatment that we are rendering to 
labor, Federal employees, the members 
of the armed services and industry, gen
erally. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may use. 

Mr. Speaker, my good friend, the gen
tleman from Mississippi, has explained 
the rule. I regret that I do not agree 
with him in regard to the merits of this 
bill. I readily admit that I am no au.:. 
thority on agriculture, but I do know 
enough about the subject to realize that 
this is not a good bill. It should be de
feated. 

I come from the 16th Congressional 
District of Illinois. I believe there is 
not a more diversified agricultural dis
trict in the United States than the dis
trict I represent. It is my understand
ing that from 55 to 60 percent of the 
national farm income is derived from 
livestock. I would say that the ratio of 
55 to 60 percent holds good in my dis
trict as well as most districts in the 
Midwest. 

We all know that at the present time 
tl'lere are no Government controls on 
livestock. While I was home in my dis
trict last fall I met with many farm peo
ple. Without exception they told me 
that a fair price for cattle was from $26 
to $28 a hundred. They told me, like
wise, that a reasonable price for hogs 
was from $19 to $21 per hundredweight. 

Last week the Chicago papers showed 
that the top price of cattle on the Chi
cago market was $37.50 per hundred
weight. That is the highest price re
ceived by cattlemen during the past 5 
years. The same paper also stated that 
the price of hogs on the market in Chi
cago was $22.50. That is the highest 

hog price in many months. So I say 
when you start talking about rigid price 
supports that you must take into con
sideration the present state of the live
stock market, for income from livestock 
accounts for 55 to 60 percent of the na
tional farm income. You must not do 
anything to jeopardize those prices. 

I would say that if this bill is passed 
the price of livestock will be jeopardized. 

The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HILL], before the Committee on Rules 
yesterday stated that there is a 300-per
cent surplus in feed grains. If you put 
a rigid price on feed grains with the 
present surplus of 300 percent it is only 
logical to assume that more feed grains 
will be produced to be added to the al
ready overabundance. This fed to 
cattle will put more cattle on the mar:. 
ket and the final result will be a break
ing of the price of livestock. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Dlinois. I yield. . 
Mr. COLMER. If I understand the 

gentleman correctly he takes the posi:.. 
-tion that since livestock is not supported 
it is doing very well on the free and 
open mr..rket. Is that correct? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. That is 
correct. 

Mr. COLMER. Is it not a fact that 
every time the price goes down for live
stock, the livestock industry calls on the 
Government to come to their rescue and 
bail them out? Has that not been done 
on several occasions? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I may say to 
the gentleman from Mississippi that has 
been true to a certain extent, but I do 
not believe to the same degree that it 
has with regard to cotton, peanuts, to
bacco and those things. 

Mr. COLMER. I point out to the gen
·tleman that we are not asking for that 
kind of assistance. We are trying to 
prevent here a further decline in the 
·income of the farmer while we are pro
tecting everybody else with these bills 
and resolutions that we have passed in 
the last few days. 

Mr. ALLEN of Tilinois. I want to say, 
and I cannot emphasize this too much, 

_Mr. Speaker, that now you have the live
stock situation which brings to the farm
ers 55 to 60 percent of their national 
income and it is not under Government 
control. I predict now if you start hold
ing these rigid price supports in regard 
to feed grains and other things, you will 
have the livestock market in the position 
where the farmers throughout the Mid
dle West are getting a great deal of 
their income in the same position as 
other things that are now under control. 

Mr. COLMER. As I stated a moment 
ago, I do not think this is the answer 
to the farm problem. On the other 
hand, would the gentleman go so far 
·with his line of argument as to say that 
we should take the Government out of 
all of these various segments of our econ
omy? It is true that we have a man
aged economy and if you are going to 
protect one segment of that economy 
you also have to protect the Qthers. 

Would the gentleman advocate the 
Government getting out of all of these? 

Mr. ALLEN · of Tilinois. · If this bill 
does not pass, and I hope it does not, 
the Government will not be out of it 
anyway. I have always· stood for flexi
ble price supports, not rigid price sup
ports. And if this bill does not pass, it 
will not mean that the Secretary of 
Agriculture or the Government is going 
to be out of all stages of our agricultural 
economy. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I feel cer
tain that after you have listened to the 
debate on this bill, you will probably 
agree, and will agree, that the flexible 
price-support program is the best for the 
farmer. I am convinced if you bring 
forth more of these rigid price supports 
you are going to find the livestock mar
ket in a much worse condition than it 
is at the present time. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. It is true that the live
stock people have not had and they do 
not now want any controlled program; 
but, as suggested by the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. COLMER], a moment ago, 
in 1 year our livestock industry cost the 
taxpayers of America in the neighbor
hood of $250 million, which amount was 
spent through · a diversion program. 
Congress raised no complaint about that. 
The gentleman from Illinois has pointed 
out the situation that stock is now sell:.. 
ing at a fair price, so far as hogs dnd 
cows are concerned. While your farm
ers may be prosperous, there are other 
farmers in the Nation that may be im-
poverished. · 

Now, the gentleman mentioned strict 
price supports, high-level supports. 
Cotton was supported during the years 
at 90 percent of parity, and after we 
had a cotton program for more than 20 
years the program showed a net profit 
of $267 million, and that profit was 
still on the ·books January 1, 1953. Since 
that time we have lost that profit and 
sustained tremendous losses. As pointed 
out by the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. CoLMER] it is not the purpose of 
this legislation to increase price-support 
levels. Mr. Benson last year fixed price 
supports on these commodities. We are 
only saying to him that "We accept your 
calculations of 1957 and we want to ex
tend that program that you fixed 
through 1958 on price supports." Now, 
it seems to me that there should be no 
objection to this hold~the-line bill foi· 
agriculture. It is only stopgap legisla
tion or hold-the-line legislation, and ·I 
hope that the gentleman will not oppose 
the passage of the bill, especially in view 
of the fact that the House committee 
substantially changed the bill and modi
fied it and made it applicable to prices 
only for 1 . year and acreage allotments -
for only 1 year. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I will say to 
my good friend, the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture, that the 
soundness of my argument is the fact 
that the livestock industry, which is not 
under Government control, not under 
rigid price supports, is receiving from 
55 to 60 percent of the national farm 



1958 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 4897 
income and probably doing better in the 
interest of the farmers than any other 
commodity. I think that is the sound· 
ness of my argument. Personally I am 
not going to ask for any rollcall on the 
rule, but I am convinced that after the 
membership of this House hears the de
bate and realizes that one segment of 
agriculture that is not under controls is 
better off than the other segments, they 
will not vote for this bill and put rigid 
price supports on and bring in more feed 
grains, which will break down that seg
ment of agriculture. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. I wonder if 
the gentleman remembers what the price 
of pork was in the spring of 1956, just 2 
years ago. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I will say to 
the gentleman that it was much lower 
than it is now. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. Hogs were 
selling on the Chicago market in 1956 at 
$12 a hundred. At that time the Secre
tary of Agriculture spent $85 million in 
one program of buying pork and taking it 
off the market to increase the price. 
Now, pork and livestock prices run in 
cycles, and the very reason you have a 
good price on livestock this year is be
cause it was so bad in 1956 that the peo
ple quit raising pigs and cattle. That is 
exactly what happened. 
· Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. There you are 
again supporting my argument. Why 
put controls on things and bring tbem 
down when they have done so well under 
conditions that prevailed before? 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. The reason 
prices are good now is because the Gov
ernment did get into it and the Govern
ment had to support the industry, and 
that is the very reason it is in good shape 
today. They have spent as much money 
on individual commodities and livestock 
as they have on any other commodity of 
agriculture in the past 5 years. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. COAD]. 

Mr. COAD. Mr. Speaker, no one is 
more aware than I am that merely to 
freeze price supports on agricultural 
commodities is not enough to be anyway 
near the total solution to the farm prob
lem. This resolution is admittedly a 
stopgap measure. It will provide only 
partial and temporary assistance to our 
farmers who have suffered 5 long years 
of economic decline. This thing called 
recession is nothing new to rural Amer
ica. Today's national recession st&rted 
on our farms when the farmer first be
gan to lose his fair share of the national 
income. · The farmer has had to sell the 
bulk of his products at depressed prices. 
The farmer is the only American mer
chant who buys everything at retail: 
who sells everything at wholesale; and 
pays the freight both ways. 

If the American farmers had received 
a rightful share in the national income 
last year, they would have had $15.2 bil
lion more income to spend. But, the 
way it was, they lost out on this $15.2 

billion. This simply means the Ameri
can farmers subsidized the processors, 
the middlemen, and everyone eise who 
dealt in agricultural commodities. We 
hear so much about the farmers being 
subsidized. lt is simple and plain that 
the farmers are the ones doing the sub
sidizing. The net income of farmers 
has dropped 24 percent from January 
1953 to January 1958. In 1957 the net 
income was only $11.5 billion which is 
the lowest total since 1942. 

But the profits of food and kindred 
products manufacturers increased 36 
percent from 1952 through 1956. 

Obviously, taking away parts of the 
time-tested agricultural programs will 
not bring about a healthier farm econ
omy. We are living in a time when 90 
percent of everything we use in life is 
sold at an administered price. Until 
the farmer is able to effectively organize 
and control his own market it is the 
duty of Government to lend vital as· 
sistance. 

Mr. Speaker, there are those in high 
official positions who realize the serious
ness of this situation on the farm. Mr. 
Max Soeth, the chairman of the Agri
cultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Committee for the State of Iowa, has 
announced just this week that he is re
signing that position because of the 
Benson-Eisenhower farm policy. This 
takes courage on the part of Mr. Soeth, 
but in this time and situation, men of 
purpose must act with courage. 

The following is a news item appear
ing in the March 18, 1958, edition of the 
Des Moines Register announcing the 
stand and action of Mr. Soeth: 

IowA'S ASC CHIEF QUITS; HITS BENSON 
(By J. S. Russell) 

Disagreement with the farm policies of 
Secretary of Agriculture Ezra T. Benson and 
the administration prompted the resigna
tion of Max M. Soeth of Estherville as chair
man of the Iowa Agricultural Stabilization 
and Conservation (ASC) Committee, it was 
learned here Monday. 

Soeth's resignation is to be effective March 
28 as chairman and as a member of the com
mittee which administers the farm program 
in Iowa. 

In a letter to Secretary Benson he cited 
several reasons why he could not continue to 
serve, and a copy of this letter was sent to 
President Eisenhower who has backed his 
Secretary of Agriculture in the face of con
siderable criticism. 

A DISAPPOINTMENT 
"Your address at the National Farm Insti

tute in Des Moines recently was a disappoint
ment to me," Soeth said in part in his letter 
to Secretary Benson. 

"I cannot accept your recommendations to 
lower price supports, do away with acreage 
allotments and give the farmer more free
dom. 

"The farmer had that kind of freedom in 
1930." 

Soeth told the Secretary that some of the 
rulings coming out of Washington, D. C., 
had tended to prevent the farm programs 
in force from being successful. He also 
charged that Benson had discredited the 
Soil Bank program in his statements. 

PRICE OF CORN 
He criticized specifically the support of 

the price of corn raised by farmers who over
planted their acreage allotments and the 
fact that cross-compliance or control over 

diverted acres under the farm program never 
was exercised. -

"Granting price support for noncompliance 
corn when allotments were in effect was un
fair to farmers then participating in the 
allotment program," Soeth told the Secretary. 

"This action was not even good politics; it 
only aggravated and increased the surplus 
problem." 

ADD TO PROBLEM 
He went on to explain that 33 million 

bushels of 1956 corn was placed under price 
support at the low levels, and that a similar 
result on 1957 corn is certain which will 
add materially to our surplus and storage 
problem. 

"I deeply regret that we never had a chance 
to try cross-compliance • • • such a step 
would have gone a long way toward reduction 
of production," Soeth said. 

"The Soil Bank has been discredited by 
you in your recommendations to Congress. 

"However, there has been a tremendous 
acceptance of the program in 1958, the first 
year in which it really could be given a fair 
trial and yet you wish to do away with the 
acreage reserve, the only program which etrec
tively reduces production. 

RESERVE LAND 
"I am convinced that far greater participa

tion in the acreage reserve could be obtained 
and certainly the cost would be less than the 
price support and storage payments for corn· 
produced on potential acreage reserve land." 

Soeth also criticized some of the statements 
by Secretary Benson and said he understood 
that the Department is telling farmers that 
lowering of price supports will mean savings. 
in their food bill. 

"This prompts recollection of the state.; 
ment of the late Senator Capper, of Kansas; 
that 55 loav~s of bread and other products 
come from a single busnel of wheat," he said. 

"In other words, the cost of a loaf of bread 
would change very little even if the farmers 
received nothing for the wheat." 

The resigning Iowa ASC chairman also told
the Secretary that confusion is becoming 
worse than ever in the Department of Agri
culture. 

Soeth is to be succeeded as chairman of the 
State agricultural soil conservation commit
tee by Joe F. Carber of Delmar. The new 
committee member is to be Chester R. Schoby 
of Algona. 

Now, as I said at the beginning of these 
remarks, Mr. Speaker, this price support 
freeze resolution is not the final and total 
answer. But, it will provide some greatly 
needed assistance this crop year. This 
will give the Congress the opportunity 
to start building a more adequate farm 
program. The Congress is today meet
ing a grave responsibility in extending 
this assistance to our farmers. The 
products of the soil are the bases of all 
our new wealth, and if the price on these 
products is exploited, the entire national 
economy will suffer because the founda
tion of our national wealth will not exist. 

Look what has happened. American 
agriculture has been underpaid. With
out this vital income our farmers could 
not buy tractors and machinery. Auto
mobiles are not purchased. Furniture 
stays in the stores. People are laid off in 
the factories, and a recession is started. 
Mr. Speaker, today we have full-blown 
recession in this country. There are 
over 5 million unemployed. The basis 
of this recession was laid when our farm
ers failed to receive their rightful share. 
We must pass this resolution today to 
help stem the tide of this recession. 
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As a temporary stimulus to business 
we can go into debt but debt is the pre
spending of profits and savings, and the 
time will come when debt must be repaid. 

Since 1951 the total public and private 
debt has increased over $270 billion. A 
sound national economy is based on 
earned income, not on indebtedness. We 
must have balanced production at fair 
prices, with full employment at fair and 
adequate wages. 

As a Representative of the people of 
an agricultural district which is second 
to none, I urge the adoption of this 
resolution as a minimum starting point. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Barden 
Barrett 
Bates 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bow 
Buckley 
Byrd 
Cannon 
Celler 
Coudert 
Cunningham, 

Nebr. 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson, Ill. 
Dies 
Dingell 
Dooley 

[Roll No. 26] 
Doyle 
Durham 
Fallon 
Forand 
Garmatz 
Glenn 
Gordon 
Grant 
Gray 
Gwinn 
Hays, Ohio 
Heselton 
Holifield 
Kean 
Kearney 
Kearns 
Kee 
Long 

Mcintosh 
Macdonald 
Merrow 
Mitchell 
Moulder 
Radwan 
Rains 
Rhodes, Ariz . 
Rivers 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Sieminski 
Thomson, Wyo. 
Ullman 
Utt 
Wigglesworth 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 381 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

Mr. COAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks and include extraneous mat
ter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN]. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I would not want to say that 
anyone is deliberately trying to cloud the 
issues involved in this resolution, but 
some of our colleagues have made some 
rather unusual statements and being 
men of considerable ability it seems they 
surely should know better. In the next 
few minutes, I want to try to set the 
record straight on some of the points 
that have been raised. 

First, let us clearly understand what 
we have before us. It is simply :1 reso
lution by the Congress which says that 
the Secretary of Agriculture may not, 
for this 1 year only, reduce farm com
modity price supports below those estab
lished for last year's crops. The same 
applies to acreage allotments. It is just 
as simple as that and you cannot make 

anything else out of it. The Secretary 
of Agriculture established last year's 
price levels and he also set the acreage 
allotments. We are not giving him a 
mandate to do anything other than stick 
to the same figures he himself estab
lished last year and and not go any 
lower. · Under the resolution he could 
go up, but knowing him as we do that is 
hardly likely to happen. 

This is not a new farm program. It 
does not tie the Secretary's hands in any 
way other than I have just described. 
This is no cure for agriculture's ills but 
it is an aspirin, so to speak, to alleviate 
the pain in the farm economy caused by 
Mr. Benson's low-price philosophies. 
These low-price policies of our Secretary 
of Agriculture are slowly but surely 
bleeding our farm economy white, and 
we seek here today to merely apply a 
tourniquet to slow the flow of economic 
blood in the agricultural areas of our 
Nation. 

Now, let me answer some of the highly 
questionable charges that have been 
;made against the resolution. 

First, there is the conter.tion that ap
proval of this measure will raise prices 
for consumers. What kind of mathe
matics and what kind of logic is that? 
All we say is that the Secretary of Agri
culture than not lower price supports 
below those in effect last year. The 
commodities housewives buy today were 
produced last year. The only way this 
resolution could raise consumer prices 
would be for the middleman and the 
processors, and the big grocery chains to 
take a bigger bite out of consumers' 
pocketbooks-and if they do that it is 
high time the public knew just who is 
to blame for high retail food prices. 

Nonfarm food handlers have been re
porting their highest profits in history 
and it is inconceivable that they would 
seek to further increase those profits in 
the face of an economic recession. The 
truth is, Mr. Speaker, that this resolu
tion has absolutely no influence or effect 
upon consumer food prices. A further 
fact should be noted, and that is the fact 
that farm prices have gone steadily down 
in recent years while consumer prices 
went steadily up. Consumer prices have 
not kept pace with producer prices and 
there is absolutely no reason for anyone 
to say this simple little freeze resolution 
would suddenly change that fact. 

We should reject this argument for 
what it is, and it is nothing more than a 
desperate effort on the part of a few to 
cloud the issue in the name of consum
ers. They simply do not have any rea
sonable or factual arguments against the 
resolution so they seek by this diversion 
to switch a few votes. 

Then, there is the argument that en
actment of this resolution will cost vast 
and untold sums of money. Those of us 
who have worked with these farm pro
grams for many years and, especially 
those of us who have worked with the 
Agriculture budgets, know that this ar
gument is without foundation. On the 
contrary, Mr. Speaker, when you reduce 
the price-support level on commodities 
in CCC stocks you simply reduce the 
value of those commodities and the Gov-

ernment stands to lose more money than 
if we maintained the market price level. 
The constant pushing down of farm 
prices by Secretary Benson . has proven
costly, indeed, not only to farmers but to 
the Government as a result of the deval
uation of the multi-billion-dollar hold
ings of the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion. 

Even if it did cost a few more dollars 
to hold up our farm economy at the 
1957 level, how can any man who votes 
for billions of dollars in foreign-aid and 
public-works programs, running into 
more billions, vote, with conscience, 
against a resolution to freeze the mini
mum supports under our agricultural 
economy which is at the bottom of the 
ladder already. Any Member who 
thinks this through will reject the cost 
argument against the resolution. 

Another argument is to the effect that 
there is no need for this resolution be
cause the Committee on Agriculture is 
about ready to bring general farm leg
islation before us. Now, that one is 
really farfetched and we have heard it 
many times before. Last year, for ex
ample, the shoe was on the other foot 
when we had the Agriculture appropria
tions bill before us. You will recall that 
the advanced authorization for the Soil 
Bank was under attack and the propo
nents of the amendment to kill the Soil 
Bank argued that they merely sought a 
delay until the Secretary could testify 
before the Committee on Agriculture. 
They succeeded in killing the Soil Bank 
in the House by a very narrow margin, 
and I daresay many Members voted for 
the amendment striking out the funds 
on the basis of' that plea for delay until 
the Secretary could testify. Weil, he tes
tified, and his testimony was no different 
from his earlier statements and did not 
change a thing. The Senate restored 
the Soil Bank and when the bill came 
back in conference not a voice was raised 
against it. 

Any man or woman in this House who 
has been here a year or more knows that 
it is ridiculous in the extreme to set aside 
a deserving measure once it is brought 
before us in the hope that some other 
bill may someday be brought out of some 
committee. That is not good legislative 
procedure and everyone knows it. I hope 
you see through thi~ flimsy argument and 
follow your own good judgment. 

Still another argument is to the effect 
that hog and cattle prices are good right 
now and passage of this resolution will 
in some unexplained way tumble those 
prices. There is another far-fetched and 
baseless statement. In the first place, 
do not forget that the present livestock 
market is based on 1957 supply and mar
ket conditions and we seek by this reso
lution to do what? Simply to freeze min
imum prices set for 1957 crops. This is 
a status quo proposal and will help main
tain good livestock markets. There is 
nothing in it to do otherwise. 

Failure to approve this resolution may, 
in the long run, be much more of a threat 
to the livestock market. Anyone who 
has ever raised hogs or fed cattle, and 
certainly anyone who has ever followed 
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-the livestock market, knows that cheap 
feed eventually means cheap livestock. 
I argued this with Mr. Benson his first 
year in office and he disagreed with me, 
but I will say this for him-he has 
learned one thing at least and that is that 
cheap feed always leads to cheap live
stock. Not too long ago he publicly 
stated that he had come around to my 
position on this. If there is anything 
certain in our agricultural economy, it is 
this eventual adjustment of livestock 
prices to feed prices. That is why I say, 
in the long-range best interests of live
stock farmers, we must stabilize our feed 
grain prices or they will all be in the 
slump together. A vote for this resolu
tion is as much in the interests of the 
livestock farmer as it is for the grain 
farmer, and do not let anyone tell you 
to the contrary. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, there· are a few 
here who purport to speak for farmers 
themselves in opposition to · this resolu
tion. In answer to them, I would call at
tention to the source of these arguments. 
Note how very few Members from the real 
farming areas speak against this resolu
tion. Note well that most of these op
ponents are from urban districts with 
little more than a few chicken farmers 
in their districts. Do you think for one 
moment that we from the agricultural 
Midwest who have devoted years of time 
and study to this subject would vote 
against the best interests of our constit
uents? 

Just how do the people affected by 
this resolution feel about it? I hold 
in my hand a picture received in the 
mail this morning. Here is a great crowd 
of farmers, and they are voting on a 
resolution in support of the measure be
fore us. If anyone doubts my word on 
this they can look at this picture and 
see every -hand raised. The vote was 
unanimous in favor of action to prevent 
the Secretary moving to further depress 
farm prices. 

This is a picture of the annual meeting 
of the members of the Atwater Creamery 
Co., at Atwater, Minn. 

I also received in this morning's mail 
a letter dated March 18 and signed by 
Clarence Swenson, secretary, informing 
me that the directors of the Lake Park 
Cooperative Creamery, at Lake Park, 
Minn., had unanimously adopted the 
following resolution: 

Resolved, That we inform our representa
tives in Congress from Minnesota and request 
that they favor the bill freezing all basic 
farm commodities at the present levels. 

That, Mr. Speaker, is the will of farm 
people and I hope this House will be re
sponsive to their urgent plea for appro
priate action. 

We are all agreed that we want to do 
what is reasonable and necessary to stem 
the tide of recession in our economy. 
What better place can we begin than to 
at least freeze the minimum support 
levels under our agricultural economy 
which is already on the lowest rung of 
our national economic ladder. 

Halt the decline in our farm economy 
and you will have taken the first essen-

tial step -to turn our national economy 
back up where we all want it to go. 

I hope the resolution is approved by 
an overwhelming majority in the best in
terests of our entire Nation. I plead 
with our colleagues from the cities as 
well as the farms to take this critical first 
step back up. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr Speaker, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. 
DWYER]. 

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
oppose the pending resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to associate my
self strongly with the views expressed by 
my colleagues who oppose the pending 
resolution. 

In my view, this is the worst kind of 
farm legislation-harmful both to farm
ers and consumers. It extends to addi
tional commodities a rigid price support 
program that has already failed. It will 
keep consumer prices arbitrarily high, 
with no corresponding advantage to 
farmers. Markets will be lost, both here 
and abroad. And the bill which taxpay
ers must pay for increasing farm sur
pluses will continue to grow indefinitely. 

Try as I might, Mr. Speaker, I cannot 
appreciate the logic underlying this res
olution. It will, in effect, force farmers 

. on a wider scale than in the past, to pro
duce commodities not for consumption 
but for storage. In the midst of plenty, 
this program is manufacturing scar
city-a scarcity of food which consum
ers can afford to buy. Fundamental 
foods like bread and butter and milk
staples which are essential in any well
balanced diet-are daily becoming too 
expensive for low and middle-income 
families to buy. And why? Not be
cause these foods are difficult to produce 
or temporarily in short supply, but only 
because farmers find it to their dollars
and-cents advantage to sell to the Gov
ernment at uneconomically high support 
prices. 

Some of us have talked a great deal 
about the paradox of the present busi
ness recession, to the effect that in the 
midst of a declining economy and grow
ing unemployment we are finding the 
consumer price index still climbing. 
Why is this so? To a great extent it has 
been brought about by rising food 
prices-prices which, because of high 
support levels, cannot adjust themselves 
to changing supply-demand conditions. 

We are confronted with a terrible pic
ture, Mr. Speaker, a picture of consum
ers with less and less money to spend and 
food costing more and more money to 
buy. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
just announced a broadening of its pro
gram for distributing surplus food com
modities to needy people. We might 
well ask ourselves how long it will be 
until substantial numbers of people will 
find themselves unable to purchase 
essential farm products and forced to 
get essential supplies from the Govern
ment's bursting bins of surplus foods. 
We may be rapidly approaching the time 
~rhen Government warehouses will be 
the only grocery store consumers can 
afford to patronize. 

I do not · believe very many of us in 
this Chamber would seriously propose 
eliminating all agricultural controls or 
all forms of assistance to farmers. Our 
experience during the great depression 
confirmed the key role of the agricul
tural economy in the whole national 
economy. But I ask whether there is 
not some method by which Congress can 
relate the price of farm products to the 
supply of those products and the demand 
for them. 

It seems evident to me that farmers 
would be the first to benefit by a system 
which permitted them to produce more 
for sale to consumers at prices which 
would enable consumers to buy more of 
their farm products. 

I recognize that the problem is not so 
simple as I have stated it. But I do 
believe that that is the direction Con
gress ought to be taking, rather than
as the pending resolution provides-re
t_urning to an evertightening program of 
artificial scarcity and manipulated in
flation. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. McVEY]. 

Mr. McVEY. Mr. Speaker, the Con
gress has before it today Senate Joint 
Resolution 162. This resolution has for 
its purpose the freezing of support prices 
and acreage allotments indefinitely at 
the 1957 level. There has been serious 
objection raised to this legislation by 
heads of farm organizations themselves. 
For example, Mr. Otto Steffey, president 
of the Illinois Agricultural Association, 
wires me, as follows: 

Urge you oppose legislation freezing price 
supports and acreage allotments at 1957 
levels. Such freezing action would result in 
further buildup of surpluses in hands of 
CCC to depress market prices further and 
cannot possibly be beneficial to farmers over 
long run. The continuation of corn allot
mEmts, though increased and with proposed 
Soil Bank requirements, leaves producers of 
other feed grains free to endanger corn's his
toric position as principal and most efficient 
feed. 

In addition, Mr. Charles B. Shuman, 
president of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, has sent me the following 
telegram: 

Senate Joint Resolution 162 amended, 
rigidly fixing price supports and acreage al
lotments, is against the longtime interest of 
farmers and should not be approved. 

Other reasons given as to why this res
olution should not be adopted are as 
follows: 

First. It would further destroy mar
kets. 

Second. It would pile up additional 
surpluses. 

Third. It would cripple standards set 
for determining price supports and acre
age allotments. 

Fourth. It would increase greatly the 
cost of farm programs. 

Fifth. It gives little help to small 
farmers. 

Sixth. It would establish mandatory 
supports on nine additional commodi
ties. 

Seventh. It ignores effect of the transi .. 
tion to modern parity-takes us back-
ward. · 
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Eighth. It would be unfair to winter- I have given enough facts in connec-
wheat growers who signed up under the tion with this situation to indicate that 
1958 acreage reserve. the probable loss in the future when 

Ninth. It ignores most of the sound these inventories are disposed of will 
recommendations made by the President reach a very large figure. The storage 
for further legislative action designed to costs of these crops reaches approxi
expand markets and to reduce Govern- mately $1 million per day. 
ment regulations and controls over our It is quite evident that price supports 
farmers. in the past have not solved the farm 

There will be many arguments pre- problems. Those supports have made 
sented for and against this legislation, very deep problems for the Federal Gov
and I do not desire to go into a debate ernment, and problems from which it 
on this subject. I believe, however, that will take years to recover. I realize that 
there are some facts with regard to the the questions involved are serious. How
expenditures we have made to support ever, it appears to be true that farm as. 
prices that are not entirely understood sets are at an all-time high record
by this body. We hear it stated fre- $188 billion as of January 1, 1958. 
quently on the fioor of the House that Owner equities rose 7 percent during 
the cost of price supports has been a 195-7 to a figure of $168.4 billion. Farm 
very low figure. It has been mentioned ownership is also at a record high. The 
that these supports have cost us an aver- postwar downtrend in prices which 
age of about $1 million per year for the started in 1951 has been stopped. The 
last 20 years. Statements of this char- level of living on farms is highest in 
acter are entirely fallacious. No one history. Many farmers have signified 
can even estimate what the final loss is that they want to return to the policy of 
going to be when these products are supply and demand. This situation can
finally disposed of-if that event should not be effected overnight, but certainly 
ever come to pass. we have piled in- the freezing of farm prices at the 1957 
ventory upon inventory and billions upon level is not the answer to our problems. 
billions under the assumption by many Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
that this program has cost the Gov- yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
ernment very little. The fact that the Ohio [Mr. BROWN]. 
Commodity Credit Corporation has re- Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
quested total authorization of $14 bil- the resolution before us is to make in 
lion should be ample evidence of the order a Senate joint resolution, which 
fact that the probable loss to be sus- is very broad in nature and, which, I can 
tained reaches a very large figure. say. without fear of contradiction, is of 

Until recently there was not much great concern to every Member of this 
opportunity to judge this matter, due to House. 
the fact that such large supplies were 
held in inventory only. In recent years, When the Committee on Agriculture 
during the present administration, we appeared before the Rules Committee it 
have tried to dispose of some of these was stated by some of the members of 
products in large demand, and tha,t is that committee that if. no action of any 
why the losses have loomed large during kind is taken at this time, such as that 
the ~ast 2 years. This, in itself, is con- · contemplated in this Senate joint reso
clusive evidence that when these inven- lution, within 60 days there would be a 
tries are finally disposed of the loss will new general farm bill brought out for 
reach a very high figure. the consideration of Congress, and the 

Let us turn for a moment to the Com- view was expressed that if this joint 
modity Credit Corporation. This agen- resolution becomes law perhaps such ac
cy was originally voted, in October 1933, · tion will not come about at this time, 
the sum of $3 million. Let us look at but would be postponed for another year 
the increase in the responsibilities of or two. 
this Corporation in recent years. The Therefore, I am expressing the hope 
Banking and Currency Committee, of that someone on the Committee on Agri
which I am a member, has been called 
upon to increase the authorization for culture may offer an amendment, which 

I will support, to this resolution to ex
sums to be used by this agency, as fol- tend the present price-support arrange
lows: ments on basic crops, and on milk and 
Mar. 8, 1938________________ $500, ooo, ooo dairy products, for another 90 days, so 
Mar. 4, 1939 _____ ::_________ 900, ooo, ooo that the Committee on Agriculture may 
Aug. 9

• 
1940

---------------- 1• 400• 000• 000 have an opportunity to present to us a July 1, 1941--------------- 2,650,000,000 
July 16, 1943_______________ 3 , 000, 000, 000 new general agricultural bill, because I 
Apr. 12, 1945 __________ .,: __ ..;_ 4, 750, ooo, ooo think there is a general feeling that the 
June 28, 1950-------------- 6, 750, ooo, ooo present program as it is now constituted 
Mar. 20, 1954 ______________ s,soo,ooo,ooo is not .satisfactory. 
Aug. 31, 1954--------------- 10, ooo, ooo, ooo I also want to say that I hope in the 
Aug. 11, 1955 _______________ 12, ooo, ooo, ooo motion to recommit we may be able to 
Apr. 23

• 
1956

--------------- 14• 000• 000• 000 do that which the Committee on Agri

The totals at the present time on in
ventory for com, cotton, and wheat are 
as follows: 
Corn -------------bushels __ 
Cotton, Upland ______ bales __ 
Wheat ------------bushels __ 

1,099,872,029 
2,306,606 

743,220,743 

culture did not see fit to do, and that is, 
have a separate vote on the question of 
freezing price supports at the present 
levels, for either 90 days or for a year, 
on milk and other dairy products, be
cause it seems that the one sector of 
agriculture, at least in my section of the 

country, which is hardest hit under the 
present situation are those farmers who 
are engaged in the production of milk 
and other dairy goods. 

If such a motion to recommit is made 
to limit this joint resolution to the ex
tension of price supports for dairy prod
ucts, I shall support it, and if adopted, 
I can then support the bill. I hope that 
by these two amendments being pre
sented to the House, if they are present
ed, the House can be given an oppor
tunity to work its will, and to pass upon 
the various angles of this problem, rather 
than upon this broad, general bill which 
covers everything in the world of agri
culture. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CURTIS]. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak
er, I take these 2 minutes to point out 
that this joint resolution coming at this 
time is a confession by the critics of 
Secretary Benson that they have no 
program of their own, that they simply 
want to continue to snipe at and try to 
stop any program he may have. This 
is a confession of bankruptcy of ideas 
I might state. 

Actually, an analysis of this shows 
that this freezing that is proposed here 
is going to badly hurt the farmers. It 
is certainly going to continue to hurt 
the consumers. I will be v'ery much in
terested as this debate proceeds to see 
whether there are any Democratic 
Members of Congress representing con
suming districts who will take the fioor 
and raise their voices against such a 
reactionary movement as this resolu
tion represents, because, I suggest, if 
they sit silent now, we can then con
clude that they have cast their lot with 
anti-Benson critics. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
hogs and cattle art> produced, I ·believe 
in practically every farming district in 
United States: We all know that if this 
proposed legislation passes, there is go
ing to be more production of feed grains 
which will bring about a reduction in 
cattle and pork products. I predict if 
this legislation passes in the near fu
ture prices of cattle and hogs will go 
down, and I just wonder how many 
people here representing districts where 
hogs and cattle are raised want that 
to happen. That, I believe, is of suf
ficient importance in itself for me to 
speak a second time on the pending 
rule. I say, hear me well when I say 
that in my considered judgment, if this 
legislation passes, hogs and' cattle 
prices which do not have Government 
controls at this time will go down in 
the near future. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the· balance of 
my time. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. BRoWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speak
er, I support Senate Zoint Resolution 162 
which has as its purpose to interpose ~ 
1-year stay on further support price or 
acreage allotment reductions in order to 
prevent any further decline in the farm 
economy while Congress formulates and 
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:enacts more permanent legislation. The 
Committee on Agriculture has expressed 
the hope that new general farm legisla
tion may be enacted at this session of 
Congress, but the committee report re
veals that it is clear that such legislation 
cannot be enacted in time to prevent 
damaging cuts in price supports from 
going into effect. - To fail to enact this 
legislation would reduce acreage allot
ments below present levels. 

At a time when so many have turned 
their thoughts to solutions for the cur
rent recession, all of us should agree that 
further reductions in acreage allotments 
would adversely affect the agricultural 
economy and add to the present prob
lems which result from the recession. 
Agriculture is the niost basic segment 
of our economy, and previous recessions 
and depressions have started on the 
farm. The Committee on Agriculture 
has reminded the House that between 
1920 and 1921 farm prices fell 41 percent 
.and the national income fell 18 percent. 
We have been further reminded that be
tween 1929 and 1932 farm prices fell 56 
percent and the national income fell 44 
percent, and that a great depression had 
demoralized the total economy. 

in a recent speech on the floor of this 
House, -I again repeated that we had 
learned through the experience of reces
sions and depressions that the conditions 
which prevail on the farm are ultimately 
reflected in the entire national economy. 
I further stated that it is the raw mate
rials of the farms which start the wheels 
of industry, and the purchasing power 
from the -farm commodity -sales which 
-so closely relate to the production levels 
which -m-ay be maintained in industry. 

The committee report states that the 
committee amendment does not change 
the substance of the resolution but limits 
its application to the 1958 crop or mar
keting season in the case of price sup
ports and to the 1959 crop in the case 
of acreage allotments. It is stated that 
the amendment underlines the commit
tee's position that this resolution is not 
intended as permanent or affirmative 
legislation, but only as a measure-to hold 
the line against further deterioration of 
the agricultural economy while new 
legislation is being formulated and en
acted. This report further states that 
it is the hope of the committee to bring 
out a general farm bill which will include 
improved price support .and production 
adjustment programs for the major agri-

.. cultural commodities, and that commod
ity subcommittees are working diligently 
on these problems. 

The Cotton Subcommittee began hear
ings on new cotton legislation in the 
early summer of 1957 and is now work
ing on what it believes to be the final 
draft of legislation, and other com
modity programs are receiving similar 
attention. , The committee regards this 
legislation as necessary to bridge the gap 
until this new legislation can become 
law. · · 

To perrrtit further reductions in acre
age allotments or a reduction in price 
supports through inaction would be un
thinkable, for the farme_rs have been 
caught in a cost-price squeeze as a re-

suit of the high cost of the farm sup
plies they purchase as compared with 
the low prices they receive for farm 
commodities. This condition is now 
bringing about a noticeable sales loss in 
related industries and an indirect loss 
in sales for other businesses. 

The farmer is required to operate in an 
economy in which he must pay higher 
prices because of subsidies paid to manu
facturers and shippers, the increased 
wage and operating costs, and the high
er prices which result from tariffs. The 
farmer has operated-in a subsidized busi
ness economy, and payments to the 
farmer by the Government have served 
only to bring the farmer a part of. his 
fair share of income. 

There has been a trend for large num
bers of farmers to move to towns and 
cities in recent years. If we fail to 
pass legislation under which the farm
ers can remain on the farm the effect 
will be to add to the growing unemploy
ment problems of our industrial areas . 

The committee report reveals that the 
total acreage allotted to cotton for 
1958-17,554,528 acres-is slightly below 
the total acreage allotted to cotton in 
1957-17,585,463 acres. 

The committee report states that this 
resolution proposes to prevent another 
half billion dollar -slash in farm income, 
which would occur in 1958 if the re
duced price-support rates announced by 
the Secretary of Agriculture become ef
fective. The Committee on Agriculture 
has pointed out the urgency of this 
legislation in view of the economic 
situation which makes it imperative 
that the drop in farm income be halt
ed-not only for the benefit of hard 
pressed farmers but also for the welfare 
of the economy as a whole. The com
mittee has also pointed out that the Na
tion is in a general economic recession, 
that business is declining and unem
ployment increasing, and that our agri
culture has been in ·a decline for 5 
years. 

I urge the passage of Senate Joint 
Resolution 162, and I hope in the mean
time and before this session is over we 
can formulate and enact a positive pro
gram, based upon a determination to 
find new uses for our farm products; to 
recover our lost foreign markets; and to 
encourage local areas in their efforts to 
achieve a properly diversified program 
within these areas. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK]. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, it seems 
to me on a question of this kind we have 
short memories. We cannot remember 
that when I entered Congress a few years 
ago we had 15 million people milling 
around the eastern seaboard for some
thing to eat. We have forgotten all about 
wheat at 26 cents a bushel,· hogs of no 
value, cattle at 2 cents, except in the arid 
West where they were 1 cent, and the 
buying power ·of the American farmer 
had entirely gone. 

When farmers could not buy, the mer
chants could not sell; and when the 
merchants could not sell, factories closed 
and men went out of jobs. 

I · remember when this thing started in 
1920, when the Federal Reserve Board 
put on the squeeze on a pay-up policy. 
We went broke in the West in 1920, but it 
did not reach the East until 1932. Ire
member what they said: "We have fed 
those farmers with a silver spoon long 
enough; if they cannot make a go of it 
let them get into something else." 

The result was that the depression did 
not hit the East until 12 years later. 
Twelve years after 1920 you had soup 
lines in Boston, Philadelphia, and all 
over the industrial East. 

I was able to convince only one man 
in this Congress that the plight of the 
farmers was the plight of the people in 
the East when these soup lines were 
formed, and he was JoHN McCORMACK, 
of Massachusetts, who did not have a 
farm in his district. He could see what 
was coming. 

The same thing is repeating itself now. 
Since 1951, the average price of farm 
commodities has gone down 25 percent, 
and everything the farmer buys has gone 
up 15 percent. So where do you see you 
are going? 

I hate to see the Democratic Party the 
only party in this Congress that can see 
any protection for farmers. Very few 
Republicans will speak for this resolution, 
very few of them. 

I want to tell you I am speaking for it, 
and the people of North Dakota will 
speak for it. Secretary Benson has done 
damage enough without having a bunch 
of Representatives tagging along sup
porting him. The longer you trail him 
the less votes you will get, take it from 
me. 

He has worked on the wrong theory. 
He said, "Why, the price of bread is 26 
or 27· cents a loaf due to the fact that we 
supported wheat." 

Mr. Speaker, if wheat was 50 cents a 
bushel bread would be the same price it 
is today. How many raises have you 
had in steel, how many raises have you 
had in freight rates and labor costs since 
that formula was adopted? Can you go 
back now and change the freight rates? 
Can you go back now and change the 
labor rates? Do you not think that the 
price is pretty well fixed on wheat? And 
wheat has very little to do with it. 

Now, Mr. Benson should have been 
speaking for the farmers and not trying 
to stir up the consumers on a thing that 
is not true. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of the time to the gentle
man from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTENl. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, as 
chairman of your Agricultural Appropri
ations Subcommittee, we have concluded 
hearings on that appropriations bill 
some 30 minutes ago. The last witness 
who appeared before us was the Secre
tary of Agriculture, and I regret to an
nounce that he told us he had not 
changed his mind a bit. He told us that 
he was going- to insist from now on, so 
long as he is in the Department, on his 
present course. He made that state
ment after I cited figures from his own 
Department, submitted by his own peo
ple to our committee. 
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That record shows that in 5 years un- years under this man, with the resulting 
der his administration farm income has ill effects on the farmer, in 5 years he 
gone down more than $2 billion a year. has spent approximately 60 percent of 
In that 5 years at the Secretary's re- what it cost for the 20 years preceding 
quest the money paid directly out of the him. 
Treasury from the taxpayers' money to Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
the farmers, was from $213 million the will the gentleman yield? 
first year he came in until in 1957 he was Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
paying out of the Treasury in direct pay- man from Utah. 
ments in an effort to make up lost in- Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Has not this 
come which the farmer had lost at the ' increase the gentleman is talking about 
market place more than $1 billion. occurred while the very act was in ex
These payments are included in the poor istence which this resolution would at
income figures for farmers today. Mr. tempt to freeze into existence? 
Speaker, in that 5 years the money that Mr. WHITTEN. No. May I say this. 
is required for a farmer to invest in I do not mean to get personal, but did 
order to farm has increased from $23,000 any of you ever read the President's 
to $27,000, approximately. In that pe- veto message of the Democratic farm 
riod of 5 years the number of employees bill in 1956 and read it closely? It is 
in the Department of Agriculture has in- · one of the most adroitly worded mes
creased by 17,000, and in those 5 years sages I ever read. The first half vetoes 
the cost of operating the regular activ- the farm bill, because he said it fixed 
ities of the Department of Agriculture high level price supports, and the Presi
has increased from approximately $728 dent was applauded in the press around 
million a year in 1952 to more than $1,- the country, but the second half fixed 
660 000 000 requested in the budget for high level price supports, and then he 
the'co~ing year. got a commendation for helping agricul-

No· that record shows that over a 5- ture, and it is in the same message. May 
year period farm income has gone down I say to you that in the period that the 
payments out of the Treasury have gon~ Secreta:ry has reduced price supp?rts by 
up, and the consumers' prices have risen. approximately 20 percent farm mcome 
And the take of the group between the has gone down almost in the same pro
far~er and the consumer has greatly portion. May I say to you that under 
increased. The farmer's share of the his administration, includill:g the period 
consumer's dollar has gone down from when he has had lower price supports, 
approximately 47 percent to 40 percent, contrary ~o what you. may t~nk, the in
and that whole amount has been taken v.estment m Co~odtty Credit Corpor~
up 'by those between the farmer and the t~on stocks has mcre~d from $2.~ bil-

lion, when he went m, to $7.2 btllion. 
consumer, and th~ consumer pays more. May I repeat, farm increase is down and 
Now listen to this. In 20. years pre- the consumers' costs ' are up and the 
Benson the ~otal cost of Prt?e supports costs from the Treasury have increased 
and everythmg connected with the De- and the Government investment has al
partment of Agriculture was only $18,- most tripled. No; those of you whore-
146,000,000 for 20 years. In 5 years un- member the basis for the farm program 
der Secretary Benson the cost was some will realize this, that in view of all the 
$11,757,000,000. In other words, in 5 protections that are in existing law that 

automatically will run up costs, all of 
them will be pushed back down on the 
raw material producer in the absence of 
price supports. There are only two ways 
for the farmer to get a fair price at 
the market place. One of them is to 
shrink his production to the point that 
you have a scarcity, which will create a 
market but will hurt the consumer. If 
you did that, the farmer's units would 
be so low that his income would be 
worse than before. The other is to fix 
by law, loan or purchase contracts 
whereby the user of his product will have 
to pay it in order to get it. If price sup
ports are 60 percent or 90 percent, under 
either the Benson theory or the present 
law, the Government is going to end up 
with a surplus in either instance. But 
the record of 5 years shows that as yot.i 
reduce price supports, the farm price 
will have to be made up by increasing 
the units of production, as the farmers 
try to make up in volume what he lost 
in price, and that is shown by the record 
of 5 years where the investment of com
modities by the Commodity Credit Cor
poration has grown from $2.5 billion 
when he went in to $7.2 billion, and that 
happened after we have used all means 
of disposing of it, selling it, giving it 
away, destroying it, or what not. 

You cannot go along with this man's 
record without being convinced-in fact 
he is about the only man that I can 
think of that his own record would not 
convince if you had time to study it. . 

Now, I am putting in the RECORD, if I 
have permission, Mr. Speaker, pages 55, 
56, 54, 71, 65, and 66 of the agriculture 
hea'rings which we just concluded, which 
were placed in the record by the Depart
ment of Agriculture itself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

Farm income data: United States, 1939, 191,.6-57 

Item Unit 1939 1946 I 1947 1948 1949 I 1950 I 1951 I 1952 1953 1954 I 1955 I 1956 1957 I 

Total farm income 

Cash receipts from farm marketings __________ Million dollars. 7,872 24,770 29,664 Realized ~rross farm income 2 _________________ _____ do •• ------- 10,556 29.324 34,022 
Production expenses __ -----------------------

_____ do __________ 
6, 16.2 14,324 16,831 

Realized net lncome of farm operators a _______ ----.do __________ 4,394 15,000 17,191 
Total net income of farm operator'! '----------

_____ do __________ 
4,489 14,923 15,458 

Net income to persons on farms from farm- _____ do __________ 5,189 16,721 17,383 
mg.• 

Income to persons on farms from all sources o _ _____ do •••••••••• 7,689 21,021 22,283 

-
Number of farms_--------------------------- Thousands _____ 6,441 5,926 5,871 
Realized net income per farm ________________ Million dollars. 682 2,531 2,928 Total net income per farm ___________________ _____ do __________ 697 2,518 2,633 
Net productive assets per farm'------------- Dollars _________ 6,094 12,435 14,137 

Farm population ••• -------------------·····- Thousands ••••• 30,840 26,483 27,124 
Income per person on farms: 

From agriculture. __ ----------------- Dollars--------- 168 631 641 
From all sources·--------------------

_____ do _________ 
249 793 822 

I Tentative estimates. Preliminary estimates will be published in early March. 
Revised estimates based on more complete information will be published in July. 

2 Cash receipts from farm marketings1 Government payments, value of home-prOo 
duced food and fuel, and rental value or farm dwellings. 

a Realized gross income minus production expenses. 
4 This series is total gross farm income minus production expenses. Total gross 

farm income is realized gross farm income plus value of change in farm inventory. 

30,253 27,864 28,405 32,928 32,556 31,183 29,944 29,542 30,372 30,019 
34,586 31,582 32,105 37,060 36,732 35,126 33,717 33,212 34,369 34,424 
18,643 17,009 19,248 22,258 22,476 21,246 21,527 21,631 22,299 22,892 
15,943 13,673 12,857 14,802 14,256 13,880 12,190 11,581 12,070 11,532 
17,695 12,866 13,716 16,111 15,120 13,263 12,684 11,852 11,600 12,121 
19,704 14,651 15,459 18,003 17,044 15,094 14,438 13,590 13,374 13,944 

24,804 19,851 20,759 23,603 23,144 21,094 20,238 19,890 20,074 20,244 

Number of farms and income per farm 

5,803 5, 722 5,648 5,535 5,421 5,308 5,201 5,087 4,964 4, 857 
2, 747 2,389 2,276 2,674 2,630 2,615 2,344 2,277 2,432 2,374 
3,049 2,249 2,428 2,911 2, 789 2,499 2,439 2,330 2,337 2,495 

15,871 17,109 16,962 20,397 23,188 22,928 22,553 23,786 25,075 27,000 

Farm population and income per person 

25,903 25,954 25,058 24,160 24,283 22,679 21,890 22,1~ 22,257 20,396 

761 564 617 745 702 665 660 614 601 684 
958 765 828 977 953 930 925 898 002 993 

• Total net income of farm operators, plus farm wages of farm workers living on 
farms. 

• Income to persons on farm from farming plus income to persons on farms from 
nonfarm sources. 

7 Value of farm real estate less value of dwellings, crops held for feed, livestock 
machinery, and equipment, Jess 60 percent of the automobile and demand depositS 
~:ie~s~or production. Farm debt has been deducted from the value of productive 
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The farm food market basket: Retail cost, farm value, marketing margin, and farmer's share of retail cost, 191,.7-57 

Farm Farm-retail Farmer's Farm Farm-retail Farmer's Year and month Retail cost 1 value2 spread share Year and month Retail cost 1 value 2 spread share 
(percent) (percent) 

1935-39 average •••••••••••••••••••• (3) (3) (8) 40 1956--J uly --------.------------- ___ $1,005 $407 $598 40 
1947------------------------------- $911 $467 $444 51 August ______________________ 

988 403 585 41 1948 _______________________________ 
982 497 485 51 September ••• --------------- 988 402 586 41 

1949------------------------------- 928 435 493 47 ' October--------------------- 987 398 589 40 
1947-49 average·------------------- 940 466 474 50 November------------------ 981 390 591 40 1950 _______________________________ 

920 432 488 47 December.------------------ 979 389 590 40 
1951------------------------------- 1,024 497 527 49 1957-J anuary --------------------- 978 389 589 40 
1952. ------------------------------ 1,034 482 552 47 
1953. ------------------------------ 1,003 445 558 44 
1954------------------------------- 986 421 565 43 
1955------------------------------- 969 395 574 41 
1956------------------------------- 972 390 582 40 
1957 '------------------------------ 1, 007 400 607 40 
1956--January --------------------- 947 369 578 39 

February-------------------- 942 365 577 39 
March ••• ------------------- 942 373 569 40 
ApriL.---------------------- 951 381 570 40 
May---------·-------------- 964 395 569 41 
June ••• --------------------- 991 405 ' 586 41 

IJRetail cost of average quantities of farm foods purchased per urban wage-earner 
and clerical-worker family in 1952, calculated from retail prices collected by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

2 Payment to farmers for equivalent quantities of farm produce minus imputed 
value of byproducts obtained in processing. 

February-------------------- 988 380 608 38 
March. __ ------------------_ 981 386 595 39 
ApriL----------------------- 992 395 597 40 
May_----------------------- 1, 000 391 609 39 
June •• ---------------------- 1, 014 400 614 39 
July------------------------- 1,029 410 619 40 August.. ___ ----- ____________ 1,036 419 617 40 
September_----------------- 1,026 411 615 40 
October--------------------- 1,017 401 616 39 
November ___ --------------- 1, 011 407 604 40 
December '-···------·------- 1, 012 412 600 41 

3 Comparable dollar figures not available. The farmer's share and index numbers 
of the retail cost, farm value, and farm-retail spread for the years 1913-56 are published 
in Farm-Retail Spreads for Food Products, U.S. Department of Agriculture Miscel
laneous Publication 741, 1957. 

' Preliminary estimates. 

Selected data relating to agriculture, United States, 1939, and 191,.6-57 

Prices Farm output 
Prices paid 

received or Parity 

'Liv~ro~~ by parity ratio 
Year farmers index Total and Crops 

products 

Index numbers Percent Index numbers i947-49=100 
191Q-14= 100 

1939 ______________________ 
95 123 77 80 85 82 1946 ______________________ 

236 208 113 98 101 98 
1947---------------------- 276 240 115 95 100 93 1948 ______________________ 

287 260 110 104 97 106 1949 ________ _; _____________ 
250 251 100 101 103 1.01 1950 ________ , ______________ 258 256 101 100 107 97 1951. _____________________ 
302 282 107 103 112 99 1952 ______________________ 288 287 100 107 112 103 1953 ______________________ 
258 279 92 108 114 103 1954 ______________________ 
249 281 89 108 117 101 

1955 ______________________ 236 281 84 112 120 105 1956 ______________________ 235 285 82 113 122 106 
1957---------------------- 242 296 82 113 121 106 

1956: 4th quarter _________ 234 289 81 ---------- ---------- ----------
1957: 1st quarter ___________ 237 294 81 ---------- ---------- ----------

2d quarter----------- 243 296 82 ---------- ---------- ----------
3d quarter.---------- 247 295 84 ---------- ---------- ----------4th quarter __________ 241 298 81 ---------- ---------- ----------

1 Quarterly data are seasonally adJUSted annual rates. 
2 Note this is net income of farm operators from farming. Net income to all persons 

on farms, including hired farm labor, from both farm and nonfarm sources, is a differ
ent series, estimated at $7,689,000,000 for 1939 and $19,800,000,000 for 1957. 

3 The market b~ket includes estimated quantities of farm food products purchased 
per urban wage-earner and clerical-worker family in 1952. Marketing margin equals 
difference between the retail cost and the farm value. Data for 1939 and 1946 not 
strictly comparable. 

• As of Dec. 31. 

Cash Realized 
Food con- Agricul- receipts net in-
sumption tural from come of 

per exports farm farm op-
capita market- erators 12 

ings 1 

1947-49= Millions of dollars 
100 

94 655 
104 3,173 
102 a, 957 
99 a, 472 
99 3, 578 

100 2,873 
98 4,040 

100 3, 431 
101 2,847 
101 3,054 
102 3,199 
103 4,167 
102 ~ 4, 500 

---------- 1, 332 

---------- 1, 283 
---------- 1,129 
---------- 962 
---------- 9 1,126 

~ Prelunmary. 
e Nov. 1. 
7Mar.1. 
s July 1. 

7,872 4, 394 
24,770 15,000 
29,664 17, 191 
30,253 15,943 
27,864 13,673 
28,405 12,857 
32,928 14,802 
32,556 14,256 
31,183 13,880 
29,944 12,190 
29,542 11,581 
30,372 12,070 

~ 30,019 611,532 

Billions of dollars 

30.9 12.6 

30.3 11.7 
30.0 11.4 
29.8 11.5 

6 30.0 6 11.5 

o December estimated. 

Index Food market basket a 
Total farm-
farm land 
debt values Farm I M!>k•t· Jan.l per acre value mg 

Mar. I margin 

Billion 1912-14= Dollars 
dollars 100 

'10.0 82 8172 a 279 
8.0 141 a 396 3 562 
8. 5 157 467 444 
9.3 170 497 485 

11.4 177 435 493 
12.5 174 432 488 
13.1 200 497 527 
14.6 221 482 552 
16.1 221 445 558 
17.2 216 421 565 
17.8 224 395 574 
18.9 232 390 582 
19.5 247 400 607 

---------- & 241 393 590 

---------- '247 385 597 
---------- -----8253" 395 6()7 
---------- 414 616 
---------- 6 259 6 407 1607 

Source: Compiled from Agricultural Marketing Service, Agricultural Research 
Service, and Foreign Agr:icultural Service data. 

Hourly earnings of factory workers and urban Hourly earnings of fa,ctory workers and urban Government payments to farmers from the 
retail food prices, United States, 1929-57 retail food prices, United States, 1929-57- Treasury, 1939 and 1946-57 

Continued [In millions] 
Gross Hourly 

hourly earnings Retail food Gross Hourly Con- Soil 
Year earnings of factory prices hourly earnings Retail food serva- Sugar Wool Bank 

of factory workers (1947-49~ Year earnings of factory prices Year tion Act pro- pro- Other Total 
workers 1 (1947-49= 100) of factory workers (1947-49=o pro- gram gram workers (1947-49= 100) 100) 100) gram ---- ------------------

1939_- ---- $526 $28 I $209 $763 ------- -------1929 ______________ 
$0.566 42.6 65.6 1945 __ . ____________ $1.023 77.0 68.9 

1946 ______ 285 31 ------- ------- 2 456 772 
1930.------------- . 552 41.5 62.4 1947------ 277 37 314 
1931.------------- . 515 38.8 51.4 1946_- ------------ 1. 086 81.7 79.0 1948 ______ 218 39 ------- ------- ------- 2.57 
1932.------------- .446 33.6 42.8 1947-------------- 1. 237 93.1 95.9 1949 ______ 155 30 ------- ------- ------- 185 
1933.------------- .442 33.3 41.6 1948_- ------------ 1.350 101.6 104.1 

1950_- ---- 246 37 ------- ------- ------- 283 
1934_ ------------- .532 40.0 46.4 1949_ ------------- 1. 401 105.4 100.0 1951 ______ 246 40 ------- ------- ------- 286 

1950_- ------------ 1.465 110.2 101.2 ------- ------- -------
HJa5. ----·-------- . 550 41.4 49.7 1952.----- 242 33 275 
1936.------------- • 556 41.8 50.1 1951.------------- 1. 59 119.6 112.6 1953.- __ . __ 181 32 ------- ------- ------- 213 
1937-------------- .624 47.0 52.1 1952_- ------------ 1.67 125.7 114.6 1954 ______ 217 40 ------- ------- ------- 257 1938.--- _______ ._ __ .627 47.2 48.4 1953.------------- 1. 77 133.2 112.8 1955 ______ 188 41 ------- ------- ------- 229 
1939.------------- .633 47.6 47.1 1954_ ------------- 1. 81 136.2 112.6 1956 ______ 220 37 ---$54" ""$243" ------- 554 
1940 __ ------------ .661 49.7 ·47.8 1955.------------- 1.88 141.5 110.9 1957 a _____ 228 39 49 700 ------- 1,016 
1941 __ ------------ • 729 54.9 52.2 1956_ ------------- 1.98 149.0 111.7 -------
1942_------------- .853 64.2 61.3 

1957 2 _____________ 2.08 156.5 115.4 
1943.------------- .961 72.3 68.3 1 Price Adjustment Act of 1938, $201 mlllion; cotton 
1944.------------- 1.019 76.7 67.4 2 Preliminary. 

price adjustl)lent, $8 million. 
2 Production payments: Dairy, $401 million; beef, $22 

1 Gross earnings do not include an adjustment for fringe Agricultural Marketing Service. million; sheep and lambs, $33 million. 
benefits for tax deductions. Compiled from reports of Bureau of Labor Statistics. 3 Preliminary. 
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Farm income and productive · farm assets per 
farm, 1940 and 1946-57 

Real· 
ized 

: Value net 
Real- Pro· Real- of pro- income 
ized . due- ized due- per 

Num- gross tion net tive farm as 
Year ber of farm ex income farm percent 

farms income penses per assets of net 
per per farm I -per vaiuo 

farm farm farm, of pro-
Jan. 1 ductive 

farm 
assets 2 

-----------------
Thous. Pet. 

1940 ____ 6,350 $1,738 $1,063 $675 $6,094 14.9 
1946 •••• 5,926 4, 948 2, 417 2, 531 12,435 22.8 
1947 •••• 5,871 5, 795 2,867 2, 928 14,137 23.1 
1948 •••• 5,803 5,960 3, 213 2, 747 15,871 19.3 
1949 •••• 5, 722 5, 519 3,130 2,389 17, 109 15.8 
1950 •••• 5,648 5,684 3, 408 2, 276 16,962 15.4 
1951 •••• 5, 535 6,695 4, 021 2,674 20,397 14.8 
1952 •••• ti,421 6, 776 4,146 2, 630 23, 188 12.8 
1953 •••• 5,308 6, 618 4,003 2, 615 22,928 13.1 
1954 •••• 5, 201 6,483 4,139 2,344 22,553 12.2 
1955 •••• 5,087 6, 529 4, 252 2, 277 23,786 11.2 
1956 •••• 4, 964 6, 924 4,492 2,432 25,075 11.4 

1957 ·--- 4,857 7,087 4, 713 2, 374 27,000 10.4 

1 Realized net income per farm represents income 
within year and is the net realized return to farmer's 
labor, management and qapital combined. For ~u 
analysis of hourly returns to farm operator and family 
labor, after allowing for 4.75 percent return on capital 
investment, see following table, Estimated return per 
hour to all farm labor, 1940 and 1946-57. 

' 2 Productive farm assets less farm debt. 
a Preliminary. 

Estimated return per hour to all farm labor 

Total Real-
Total Total man- ized re-

realized Allow- return hours turn per 
return ance for to re- hour to 

Year to all capital labor qui red all farm 
farm at 434 and for agri- labor 
labor per- man: cultural and 
and cent 2 age- pro- man-

capital I ment 3 due- age-
tion 4 ment 4 

(1) (2) (3) . (4) (5) 

------------------
Mil- Mil- Mil- Million 
lions lions lions hours 

1929 •••••• $8,982 $2,997 $5,985 23,158 $0.258 
1930 •••••• 6, 908 2,955 3, 953 22,921 .172 
193L ••••• 4, 775 2,603 2,172 23,427 .093 
1932 •••••• 3, 41Q 2,179 1, 240 22,605 .055 
1933 .••••• 4,209 1,819 2, 3()0 22,554 .106 
1934 •••••• 5,407 1, 926 3, 481 20,232 .172 
1935 •••••• 6, 261 1, 991 4, 270 21,052 .203 
1936 •••••• 6,889 2,138 4, 751 20,440 .232 
1937------ 7,080 2, 203 4,877 22,097 • 221 
1938 •••••• 6,047 2,206 3,841 20,577 .187 
1939 •••••• 6, 247 2,140 4,107 20,680 .199 
1940 •••••• 6, 245 2,157 4,088 20,445 . 200 
194L ••••• 8,553 2, 241 6,312 20,054 .315 
1942 •••••• 11,831 2, 566 9,265 20,857 .444 
1943 •••••• 15,386 3,013 12,373 20,693 .598 
1944 •••••• 15,871 3, 404 12,467 20,496 • 608 
1945 •••••• 16,604 3, 724 12,880 19,127 .673 
1946 __ ____ 19,303 4,051 15,252 18,448 .827 
1947 •••••• 21,849 4,559 17,290 17,622 .981 
1948 •••••• 20,765 5,044 15, 721 17,149 • 917 
1949 •••••• 18,175 5,299 · 12,876 16,604 • 775 
1950 •••••• 17,367 5,198 12,169 15,259 • 797 
195L ••••• 19,713 6, 053 13,660 15,632 .874 
1952 •••••• 19,293 6,723 12,570 15,196 .827 
1953 •••••• 18,675 6,542 12,133 15,007 .808 
1954 •••••• 16,874 6,319 10,555 14, 555 • 725 
1955 •••••• 16,249 6,507 9,.742 14,505 .672 
1956 •••••• 16,954 6,628 10,326 14, 177 • 728 
1957------ 16,489 7,014 9,475 13,743 .689 

1 Includes realized net income of farm operators, wages 
to hired farm labor, farm mortgage interest, rent to non
farm landlords and short-term interest. 

' 4~ percent of current value of farm real estate, in· 
ventory value of crops and livestock, inventory value of 
motor vehicles and machinery, excluding 60 percent of 
the automobile, and an allowance for working capital. 
This rate approximates the interest rate on farm-mort· 
gage debt in recent years. 

' Col. (1) minus col. (2). 
• Labor requirements in terms of the number of man

hours required for an average adult male worker to per
form the various farm jobs. 

4 Col. (3) divided by col. (4). 

Source: Agricultural Marketing Service, Jan. 16, 1958. 

Income of farm populatibn 

[Millions of dollars] 

' 
1957 com-

1952 1955 19.% 1957 pared to 
1952 

----------------------1----1-------------
Cash receipts (gross) from marketings: 

Livestock and products----------------------------------- 18, 2!')9 15,879 
13,663 

16,250 
14, 122 

1-7,134 -1,165 
Crops •• __ -------------------·-·····················-···-- 14, 257 12, 885 -1, 372 

Total, marketings •••••• ~--------·-····-·-·------------- 32,556 29,542 30,372 30, 019 1 -2. 537 

Government payments: 
Agriculture conservation program .• ---------------------- 242 188 220 

37 
54 

243 

228 ----------
39 ----------· Sugar Act .• ---------------------------------------------- 33 41- 49 ________ :_ W ool Act------------------------------------------------- ---------- ----------

Soil Bank •• -------------------------------------·······-- ---------- _ ------ __ _ 700 ----------

Total Government payments_ ------------------·-···-- 275 554 1, 016 +741 

Noncash income: 
Home consumption.-------------------------------------- 2, 266 1, 704 1, 716 1, 614 ------- -- -
Rental value, farm dwellings ••• -------------------------- 1, 635 1, 737 1, 727 1, 775 ------- ------------------

Total, noncash income·----------------------------····- 3, 901 3, 441 3, 443 3, 389 -512 ---------------
Realized gross income from farming ___________________________ ~ ~ , 34, 369 34, 424 ---=2.308 
Less: Production expenses ..•. -------------------------------- ::-22,476 -21,631 -22,299 -22,892 +416 

Realized net income from farming (including cash pay-
ments) ___ -------------------------------•---·--------- 14, 256 11,581 12,070 11; 532 -2,724 

Net change in farm inventory-------------------------------- +864 +271 -470 +589 -275 
-----------------

Total net income from farming (including estimated 
value unsold commodities)_.------------------------

Farm wages, laborers on farms .••• ----------------------------
15, 120 
1, 924 

11,852 11,600 
1, 738 1, 774 
6,300 6, 700 

12,121 2 -2,999 
1,823 -101 
6,300 +200 N onfarm income •• _------------------------------------····-- 6,100 

--------- ---
Total income of farm population (including off-farm 

employment)-------------------_--------------------- 23,144 19,890 20,074 20,244 a -2,900 

1 Minus 8 percent. 
2 Minus 2.1 percent. 
3 Minus 12.5 percent. 

USDA appropriations 
[In millions] 

Total 

1934-53, both inclusive: 
Regular activities . --------------- $15, 001. 5 
Capital stock, crop insurance_____ 100. 0 
Capital impairment, CCC 1______ 2, 633.2 
Special activities.---------------- 411. 7 

Average 
per year 

t750. 5 
5.0 

131.7 
20.6 

· Total, 20 years_________________ 18,146. 4 _ 907.3 

1954-58, both inclusive: 
Rt>gular activities._--------------
Capital stock, crop insurance ____ _ 
Capital impairment, CCC 2 _____ _ 

Special activities (including Pub-
lic Law 480) •• ------------------

4, 952. 7 
13.0 

2, 817.1 

3, 974.9 

990.5. 
2. 6 

563.4 

795.0 

1954 to1'~1~-~~~~====================== _1_~:_r_g~_: 2_
7 

_
2
_' 
3_5_~._5 

Net 1955-58 ••••• ------------~-- 10,600.5 ---------

1959 budget......................... 3, 422. 9 ==:.:.= 
1954-59_________________________ 15, 180.6 ---------

I CCC investment, Jan. 1, 1953, $2.5 billion. CCC 
borrowing authority, Jan. 1, 1953. $6.750 billion. 

2 CCC investment, Jan. 1, 1958, $7.2 billion. CCC 
borrowing authority, Jan. 1, Hl58, $14.5 billion. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
point out one thing. You know, this 
Secretary is one of the most adroit users 
of figures that I ever saw. He has said 
that the record for the last year shows 
that the per capita farm income was the 
highest in history. That sounds mighty 
nice. The total income per year is only 
$993 per year. Do you know what that 
includes? It includes the $309 a year 
that the farmer has been making in town. 
His farm income, plus the $309 a year 
that he has been making in town total 
only $993. You know, when you think 
of it, when you realize that the farmer is 
making only $309 in town in a whole 
year, it makes you wonder if they are 
not paying him mighty cheap rates even 

in town, because that when added to 
farm income totals only $993. 

No. Another answer that is ·given by 
our great Secretary of Agriculture ·is 
that the answer to the question is for 
the small farmer to get off the farm, and 
that will relieve your surpluses. He 
agreed a few moments ago that 44 . per
cent of our farmers produce 91 percent 
of our commercial production, that which 
goes into commercial trade. Thus, if 
he succeeded in getting rid of the entire 
number of small farmers, 56 percent of 
the total, he would be working on only 
9 percent of the production that goes 
into the commercial marke~. and if, per
chance, he could rid of the 56 percent 
of all the farmers, they would only join 
the unemployment lines in your cities. 
Yes, it would only add to the unemploy
ment lines in the cities. And what would 
be the total result in production. This 
small farm, added to the larger farm, 
which has equipment and machinery, 
would result in greatly increased produc
tion and not in a reduction as he would 
hold out to you. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 
Mr. DAWSON of Utah. If 50 percent 

of the farmers are producing 90 percent 
of the production, why should we be giv
ing all these price supports to those who 
produce the- 90 percent? It is the little 
farmer who needs the help, according 
to the gentleman's own argument. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman comes 
from the same State as the Secretary, 
and I cannot understand their reason
ing. Neither apparently understands 
the farm program. The price-supports 
program is not to give anybody -anything. 
We live in a complex society . where, if 
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you do not give protection in law in view 
of other laws, the cost of all of other 
laws will be passed back on to the pro
ducer, which will push hirfi right down 
into the situation that caused the de
pression in the thirties. 

We have tried to tell the Secretary 
of Agriculture and my friends on my 
left, you cannot let farm income go down 
for 5 straight years without its being 
felt in your cities, and you see it there 
now. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman. · 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Has the 
gentleman ever heard the Secretary say 
anything against high price supports on 
sugar or wool? 
. Mr. WHITTEN. No; I have not. And 
I have not heard any of his colleagues 
from his area say anything against that, 
either. · 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] 
has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
Tl}e resolution was agreed to. 
Mr. COOLEY~ Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the ,House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Uniori for the consideration 
of the joint resolution <S. J. Res. 162) 
to stay any reduction in support prices 
or acreage allotments · until Congress 
can make appropriate · changes in the 
price ' support· and acreage allotment 
laws. .· 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
-sideration of the .)oint resolution, Senate 
Joint Resolution 162, with Mr. ENGLE' 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
. Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to 
say to the House that our Committee on 
Agriculture, working through subcom
mittees, has been constantly busy since 
Congress convened early in January. 
We have 17 subcommittees. Each of 
those subcommittees has been dealing 
with separate and distinct problems af
fecting the welfare of our farmers. 
This joint resolution is here as a hold
the-line or stopgap measure to prevent 
the farmer's sliding further toward 
bankruptcy, until our co"mmittee can 
bring out overall farm legislation. 

I do not think it is unreasonable for 
us to ask this House to accept Mr. Ben
son's decisions of 1957. He fixed these 
price supports within the authority of 
his own discretion. If these prices were 
satisfactory to him in 1957, why should 
they not be satisfactory to him in 1958? 
That is exactly the question you have to 
decide. 

I shall not trespass longer upon your 
patience. I shall yield time to the sev
eral · chairmen of our subcommittees. 
We have a committee on wheat, one on 

livestock and feed grains, one on rice, 
and others on other commodities. I 
shall at this time yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. AL
BERT], who is the distinguished chair
man of our subcommittee which deals 
with the problems of wheat farmers. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, Senate 
Joint Resolution 162 does two things: 
First, it freezes the support prices at the 
1957 level on 1958 crops and, secondly, it 
provides that there shall be no reduc
tions in acreage allotments in 1958. 

So far as wheat is concerned, the sec
ond provision of this bill will have little 
bearing. The national wheat acreage 
allotment of 55 million acres is the mini
mum allotment under the law, and that 
minimum has been in effect for several 
years. It will be in effect next year 
either under present law or under this 
resolution. So far as price supports are 
concerned, this joint resolution is of tre
mendous importance to the wheat farm
ers of America. In 1957 wheat was sup
ported at 79 percent of parity, approxi
mately $2 per bushel across the Nation. 
Under the present program of the De
partment of Agriculture this year's 
wheat crop will be supported at 75 per
cent of parity or approximately $1.78 a 
bushel across the Nation. . 

The most recent estimate of the 1958 
wheat crop is only 2 days old. It was 
published. by the Department of Agri
culture in its Crop Production Report on 
March 18. The estimate for this year's 
crop is 1,077 million bushels of wheat. 
·on the basis of this estimate, this joint 
resolution will mean .$227 million to the 
wheat farmers of America. The differ
·ence of nearly a quarter of a billion dol
lars is not an imaginary difference. The 
price of wheat over the years has lagged 
slightly behind the support price. There 
is no question, based upon the experience 
of many, many years, that if thfs 'bill is 
passed, wheat will be marketed during 
this marketing year at less than $1.78 a 
·bushel. 

The additional one-quarter of a billion 
'dollars of purchasing power going to the 
wheat farmers of America under this 
bill will be of enormous benefit to our 
entire economy. The wheat farmers are 
consumers of many types of industrial 
and manufactured goods. ~rosperity in 
the Wheat Belt and for that matter, 
throughout the Farm Belt, is reflected in 
the general economy of the country as 
has been said by many gentlemen re
peatedly this morning. For several 
weeks now, both the Congress and ·the 
administration have been concerning 
themselves with the current recession. 
There can be no doubt but that the long 
years of declining farm prices have con
tributed materially to the current reces
sion. There can be no question but that 
the ever decreasing purchasing power of 
the farmers of this country has mani
fested itself in the lengthening rolls of 
the unemployed. Every year since 1952, 
farm income has gone down while in
terest income and income from dividends 
and corporation profits have gone up 
and up and up. In 1956 net farm in
come was $11.6 billion. In the same 
year, Mr. Chairman, income from divi
dends was $11.9 billion. In 1956, for the 

first time in the history of this country, 
income from dividends exceeded net in
come from the farms of this country. 
For the first time in the history of this 
country, the coupon clippers made more 
money than the farmers. Every year 
from 1952 to 1956, farm income went 
down and income from interest and divi
dends went up. The present recession 
is farm bred and farm fed. 

Every year net farm income has be
come less and less while consumer costs 
for farm products have become more and 
more. Studies by the Committee on 
Agriculture, based on :figures furnished 
by the Department of Agriculture, show 
that in January 19.48 the farm price 
of wheat reached a peak of $2.81 a 
bushel, and the average price of a 1 
pound loaf of bread at that time was 
only 13.8 cents. In 1955, the farm price 
of wheat had dropped to $2.14 a bushel, 
yet the average price of a loaf of bread 
had increased to 17% cents. Thus, 
while the price of wheat declined 24 
percent, the price-of bread advanced 27 
percent. In 1952, wheat was supported 
at 90 percent of parity or $2.20 a bushel 
and the average price of a loaf of bread 
was 16 cents. In 1957, with wheat at $2 
a ·bushel, the average price of a loaf of 
bread· was 1808 cents. For the wheat in 
an 1808-cent loaf of bread, the farmer 
gets· somewhere between 2% cents and 
3 cents. 0 
0 Not simply in the interest of the farm
ers of this country, Mr. Chairman, but 
in the interest of the overall economy 
of our people, this bill like the housing 
bill which we passed yesterday should be 
passed without a dissenting vote. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield. 
Mr. MORANO. ·Is it not true that 

· this bill would freeze the price of bread 
to an unemployed worker in the State of 
Connecticut? 

Mr. ALBERT. I will say to my good 
friend that this bill will have no more to 
do with the price of bread than it will 
with the flowers that bloom in the spring. 

Mr. HILL. 0 Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is quite interestlng 
to have the opportunity for the first 
time to be the ranking member of 
the Committee on Agriculture as we 
consider this freeze legislation. As far 
as I am concerned this resolution we 
are now considering seems very radical 
and, shall I say, to present an impossible 
proposition that the Committee on Agri
culture has not considered 1 single 
minute. It is directly contrary to the 
recommendations the President made to 
us on January 16, 1958. The President's 
message recommended a wider range, 
and I am sure all of us, if we were to talk 
as we really feel, would recommend a 
wider range; otherwise we are going to 
freeze farm prices and make it impos
sible for the farmer to make a cent of 
profit. Also, it will cause unnecessary 
future accumulation of sur:,Jluses. 

Just a word here to corn producers. 
There is not a single word in this resolu- · 
tion about the acreage of grain sor
ghums. The Members from Oklahoma 
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especially know that in that great State 
there has been developed a grain sor
ghum that will produce at least 20 to 
40 percent more per acre than any type_ 
or kind of grain sorghum before planted. 
In other words, the progress has been 
tremendous, and this freeze legislation 
poses a problem to the corn farmers of 
the United States. That is why I was so 
anxious to see our committee put an enc~ 
in time on this resolution. It came over 
to us open-ended; in other words, it 
could go on indefinitely. It would set 
aside provisions of law by ignoring the 
effect of transitional parity. No one 
has talked longer or louder than my 
friends on my right, especially the cotton 
people, for some type and kind of price 
control that would slide up and down as 
the market absolutely demands it shall 
do, if we are to continue to have a free 
market. 

There is no other product in these 
United States, in my opinion, that needs 
more attention than cotton. It appears 
to me that I shall live to see the day of 
the destruction of the cotton industry, 
and I do not like it. There is not a 
single piece of cotton legislation on the 
books that Secretary Benson had to 
carry out or administer that has not been 
adopted, carried out, and developed by 
the people and the Congressmen who 
come from the land of cotton; in other 
words, it is their program, and in the 
committee we are listening to Congress
men who say they will go along with this 
1-year freeze. It is much better than it 
was. 

Mr. Chairman, during the debate in 
the other body on this resolution one of 
the Members made the following state
ment which I quote from page 4224 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 13: 

Mr. HoLLAND. Mr. President, it saddens me 
to see the Senate, which is generally a de
liberative body, approach the enactment of 
so revolutionary a law as is proposed by the 
pending joint resolution without hearings, 
without a record, without giving a chance 
to farm organizations to be heard, without 
giving a chance to the Department of Agri
culture to be heard, without giving anyone 
else a chance to know what is included in 
the joint resolution, which was introduced 
only a few days ago. 

Mr. Chairman, every word of that 
statement applies to this same resolution 
as we consider it today. Our committee 
held no hearings, heard no witnesses, 
and reported this resolution with little 
or no consideration. 

WINTER WHEAT 

Mr. Chairman, no matter how well
intentioned the sponsors of this legisla
tion might be, it is, in my opinion, hasty 
and unwise. To freeze price supports 
and acreage controls at the 1957 levels 
at this time will create as many prob
lems as it attempts to solve. Might I 
draw attention for a moment to one 
problem that directly affects the great 
Winter Wheat Belt of the Plains States? 
According to USDA figures, some 3,900,-
000 acres of winter wheat land was put 
into the Soil Bank for 1958. These acres 
were taken out of production by farmers 
who balanced their normal acreage 
against a price of $1.78 per bushel for 
wheat, the announced price-support level 
for 1958 harvest. How many of them 

would have done·so had they known that 
the level would be frozen at $2 per 
bushel-the level this resolution would 
establish? By this resolution we are 
changing the rules near the middle of 
the crop year for one of our major crops, 
winter wheat. 

PARITY 

Mr. Chairman, one facet of this reso• 
lution that I would call to the attention 
of the House is the approach that seeks 
to freeze supports not at a parity level 
but on the basis of dollars and cents. 
For years support prices have been set 
not in terms of dollars and cents for 
crops, but in terms of support levels 
based on the percentage of parity de
termined in accordance with the existing 
law. A freeze of supports in terms of 
dollars and cents can, if allowed to re
main in effect, completely destroy the 
concept of parity. 

In an era of constantly changing prices 
of the things that determine parity, a 
rigid formula of dollai~-and-cents sup
port prices cannot and will not take 
into consideration any shift in the value 
·a given parity level for any given crop 
would mean to that crop. For example-, 
a parity ,level of 75 percent in 1949 for 
wheat would mean a smaller support 
price per bushel than the same parity 
level of 75 percent would mean in sup
port price in 1958. Seventy-five percent 
of parity in 1949 would have meant a 
dollar-and-cents support price of $1.61 
per bushel while the same 75 percent 
support level in 1958 results in a price 
of $1.78 per bushel. No one can predict 
what level of parity $2 per bushel wheat 
·will reach in 1959 or any future year. 
This basic change in approach to the 
long used parity concept is being made 
without a minute's hearing or an hour's 
study by the Committee on Agriculture. 

Only 19 crops, plus dairy products, are 
being supported-out of 250 commodities 
that farmers produce. 

More than four-fifths-82.2 percent
of our costs for price stabilization in fis
cal 1956 and 1957 were for 4 commodi
ties. Wheat and cotton alone accounted 
·for more than 48 percent of the total 
cost of our price-stabilization programs. 

The fact is that since 1940 the per acre 
yield of corn has risen 56 percent, wheat 
40 percent, cotton 67 percent. Last 
year's yields of all major crops aver
aged 27 percent above the 1947-49 level. 
To control crops effectively so as to main
tain price at 90 percent of parity would 
mean setting allotments impossibly low. 
Congress would never vote such controls. 
No Secretary of Agriculture could effec
tively enforce them. And American 
farmers just would not stand for such 
.regimentation. 

Mr. Chairman, to adopt this resolu
tion is to change the rules in the middle 
of the game. A game that means bread 
and butter, clothing and shelter, the very 
livelihood of millions of farmers. Yet 
·We are asked to make that change With
OUt any study. If this Congress is to 
make the changes that would correct 
the present situation in agriculture let 
us make them without delay. If this 
resolution is adopted there could well 
,be no sense of urgency to pass corrective 
legislation. I venture to predict that 

if this · politically inspired legislation is 
adopted, our job to consider and pas~ 
legislation within the Committee on Ag
riculture will be more ditncult than it 
now is. The progress we have been mak
ing on a general farm bill would come 
to a halt and surely nothing would be 
gained by this kind of an approach. Let 
us face the issue and strive with our best 
efforts to present to this House farm 
legislation based on reason, sound think
ing, and tha.t is economically correct, 
workable, and worth while. 
Index of prices paid by farmers-Real diffi~ 

culties of the farmers 
[191G-14= 100] 

Aver- Jan. 15, 
Item age, 1958 Change 

-1947-49 

Motor supplies _______ 140 172 Up 23 percent. 
Motor vehicles _______ 290 421 Up 45 percent. 
Farm machinery _____ 239 358 Up 50 percent. 
Farm supplies ________ 235 292 Up 24 percent, 
Building and fencing_ 296 391 Up 32 percent. 
Fertilizer-- ----------- 143 152 Up 6 percent. 

------
Average above 

6 items_------ 221 299 Up 35 percent. 
Prices paid, commod-

ities and services, 
interest, taxes, and 
wage rates __________ 250 301 Up 20 percent. 

Average prices receivecL by farmers for farm 
products-United States, Jan. 15, 1958, ancL 
average 1951 compared with, income parity
equivalent prices 

Actual prices 

Commodity 
Aver- Jan. 
age, 15, Ch~nge 
1951 1958 

.Wheat ___ _________ $2.11 $1.90 Down 10 percent. 
Com_- ----------- 1. 66 . 931 Down 44 percent . 
Barley ___ _ ------- 1.26 . 855 Down 32 percent. 
Hay, all baled ____ 25.60 19.00 Down 26 percent. 
Beans, dry ed ible_ 7.91 7.03 Down 11 percent. 
All milk, whole- 4.58 4.13 Down 10 percent. 

sale. 

NOTE.-Frcight rates not given but increase should 
be kept in mind, nearly 75 percent. 

Due, in large part, to the fact that the 
Government imposes no controls on the 
·raising and marketing of livestock, Colo
rado farmers and ranchers are in an en:. 
viable position. This illustrates ·again 
.that it is the so-called controlled crops 
which are in the greatest continuing 
trouble. 

Ranchers and farmers in Colorado had 
more improvement in realized net in;
come per farm from 1956 to 1957 than 
those in any other State. The increase 
.was 52 percent. Realized net income in 
Colorado per farm was $1,838 in 1956 
and this rose to $2,794 in 1957. 

Cash receipts from sale of cattle, 
wheat, dry field beans, sweetpotatoes, 
·and sugar beets were all greater in 1957 
than in 1956. This was only partially 
canceled out by. the rise in production 
expenses resulting chiefly from higher 
expenditures for livestock and hired 
labor. 

Inventories of hay, wheat, and corn 
.carried ov.er on Colorado farms and 
ranches at the end of the year also in
·creased substantially, bringing the total 
net income per farm in 1957 to $3,536--

. almost double the 1956 figure of $1,777. 
The decline in number of farms from 

1956 to 1957 was smaller percentage-
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wise in Colorado than "th_e nattonal 
average. 

[From Longmont (Colo.) Times-CaBo! 
March 10, 1958] 

COLORADO FARMERS' .NET IN.COMES LEAD UNITED 
STATES IN PERCENT INCREASE 

WASHINGTON.-Farmers' net income last 
year increased in 6 Rocky Mountain States 
and decte!lsed ·in 2, according to the .Agri
culture Department. 

The mountain area increases over 1956 
were among the largest in the Nation; which 
as a whole suffered a drop in receipts plus 
an upswing in production expenses. 

United States Department of Agriculture's 
report on the farm income 'situation said ' 
Colorado farmers' net incomes in ·1957 soared 
52 percent over those in 1956-the biggest 
percentage increase in the country. 

Other reported increases, by percentage, 
were: Wyoming 24, Nevada 18, Montana 12, 
Utah 10, and New Mexico 2. Arizona farm 
income was down 4 percent_, Idaho down 6 
percent. 

The report had these comments on the · 
situation in Colorado: "Cash receipts from 
cattle, wheat, dry field beans, sweetpotatoes, 

' and sugar beets were up. Higher expendi
tures for livestock · and ·hired labor 'con
tributed to the rise in production expenses. ' 
Increases in inventories of hay, wheat, and 
corn were substantial, resulting in a level of , 
total net income per farm about twice that · 
of 1956." 

The family farm has been, is now and 
always will be, the backbone of American 
agriculture--operated by the most effi-
cient farmers in all the world. · 

The ~ize . of the family farm .is chang- . 
ing, but ,fortunately for America, there 
is no weakening of its moral ·or economic 
foundations. Today, some 96 percent of 
our agricultural units a1ie family farms- · 
the same percentage as 30 years ago. 
And the family farm of today-like the 
family farm of yesterday and · tomor
row-$imply means a . farm on which 
most of the labor, capital, and manage- '. 
ment are supplied by the farmer and his· 
family. · - - · , . '-. · · 

Income per .person 'on farms last·yearJ 
was highest on record-up 2 percent' over . 
1951, the previous high year. -~ 

Farm assets are at an all time high:.:_ · 
$188 billion as of January 1~ 1958. · -

Farmers have less th~m · $11 in ·debts 
for each $100 of assets. In 1940 the ratio-
was $19 for each $100. - - · · 

Owner equities rose 7- perce~t ·during . 
1957 to a peak of $168.4 billioJl.. . _ . 

Farm ownership is also . at a r~ord 
high. Only 1 in 3 farms_ hal:! a mortgage. · 
, Th~e postwar downtrend in .. prices, 

which started in 1951, has been stopped .. 
Prices received by f-armers. in February 
were 8 percent above a year ago and u · 
percent above 2 years ago. 

The family farm continues to domi
nate agriculture. Ninety-six percent of, 
our farms and ranches are family :Opera
tions, about the same as 30 years.ago. 

The level of liv.ing on farms is highest , 
in history. · · · 

Farm exports in fiscal 1957 set a new1 
record: of $4.7 billion--68 percent -higher 
than in fiscall953. 

The surplus ·production of American 
farms 1s being made . available for hun~' 
gry people at home and abroad. 

The buildup · of surpluses · has been· 
reversed. Government investment in 
surplus farm products .owned and under: 

CIV--310 

loan has dropped about one-sixth in the 
past year and a half. 
. The inventory value of livestock on 

farms for January 1, 1958, is $14.2 bil- · 
lion---..,higher by $3 billion than a year · 
ago. . 

The spiraling inflation of the war 
years has been almost halted. During 
the period from 1939 to 1952 the index 
of prices paid by farmers, including in- _ 
terest, taxes, and wage rates, increased 
more than 100 percent. From January . 
1953, when this administration took of
fice, to January 1958, this index rose only -
6.percent. 

Income from livestock-about 55 per
cent of all farm income-now in good 
economic position. 

PEOPLE LEAVE THE FARM 

Farm population, which totaled 
32,161,000 in. 1935, dropped to 25,295,000 · 
by 1945, for a 10-year decline of nearly 
7 million persons under Roosevelt. Un
der Truman, farm population moved up 
to 27,124,000 by 1947 when another sharp 
downward trend got underway. Ap
proximately 4.5 million farm p~ople left
the land during the last 5 years of Tru
man. By early 1953, when the Eisen
hower administration took office, farm 
population had dropped to 22,679,000. 

Farm population in 1957 ·was 
20,400,000, a · decline of about 2.3 million 
during the ·first 4 years of the Eisenhower 
administration. _ . 
· Despite · the .. longtime trend toward 

fewer and larger fa'rms, · the proportion 
of units · classed as family farms is the 
same as it was 30 years ago. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM of Iowa. In Iowa 
last year there was a tremendous amount · 
of wet corn produced. The price de
pressed. · My question is, What effect 
would this resolution ·have on the price 
of wet corn?· · 
· Mr.' HILL. The gentleman knows he 

has -no business producing wet corn~ •. 
but he could not stop it either. It will 
have no effect on wet corn, except every 
farmer who· wants. to grow corn is 
"frozen" in where he was last year. 
. MrL DIXON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? _ 
. Mr. ·HILL: I yield to the gentleman 

from Utah. · 
Mr. DIXON. · These .farmers who . 

signed _up in . the Soil ·Bank in good 
faith · to · cooperate with the program 
understood _tfiey. would get· only $1.78? · 
. Mr. HILL . . That is correct. · 
- Mr. DIXON; If this bill 'passes, those . 

who did not go·· in, who did not ·go along ' 
with the lJrogram, will get $2. · 

Mr. HILL. Of course, you are asking 
a difficult question there. 'That is wneat · 
in the ground. - I thirik he would be en
titled to $2; -he shoUld be, anyway. Ac
cording to ·one of the : speakers awhile · 
ago, if the Secretary could euchre him · 
out 'of it, he· would-not give him a dime . . 
But; -I do not befieve that. · 

Mr. DIXON .. , Then he would be hand-· 
icap·ped · and--treated unfairly if this 
goes through. :· · 

· Mr. :~.-... Those tha~ put -their-land· 
into . wheat ·wm ~get their $2, but the : 
mali, tne wlieatgrower, 'lwho tries to cut· 
down wheat-acreage and help tne wheat· 
farmer is penalized. 

Mr. DIXON. Is there any way that 
that unfair treatment could be corrected 
at this time? 

Mr. HILL. That is outside of what 
! ·wish to say. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. I would like to ask the 
g-entleman's interpretation as to what the 
Secretary can do under the present for
mul~. whether or not he can lower or 
increase price. supports. 

Mr. HILL. Well, he cannot under this 
bill, under what you are proposing today. 
If_ the President signs this bill, the price 
Will be frozen. 

Mr. ARENDS. What I want to know 
under the formula of the present law: . 
does not the Secretary have to go up or . 
down under certain criteria? 

Mr. HILL. Yes. . . 
Mr. ARENDS. That is the law? 
Mr. HILL. Yes: ' . 
Mr. ARENDS. Could I ·ask the chair- · 

man of the committee if that is his in- . 
terpretation of it? 

Mr. HILL. That is the understand
ing that we all have on what we term 
as a sliding scale for price · supports. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The purpose of this
resolution is to prevent the Secretary 

. from further lowering price supports· . 
in other words, under this resolution h~ · 
can increase price supports, but he can-
not lower theni below the 1957 level. 
· Mr. ARENDS. I understand that, 'but · 

I mean prior to the enactment· of this · 
proposal today, is the Secretary requlred 
by law to lower or raise the price under~ 
a certa~n formula? . noes he have an 
alterna-tive?- · -

Mr . . C90LEY. H~ is never requir~d/ 
but he must be guided ·by certain re-
quirements of the law. · - · 

Mr. ARENDS. Then you mean that 
he has no -choice in the matter? 
. Mr . . COOLEY. No; he does not have: 

to lower price supports:. · 
Mr .. ARENDS. · He does not )have to

abide by what you said was the law; he 
can either increase or lower? . · , 

Mr. COOLEY. He can fix. the price : 
between 75 and· 90 perce.nt 'or' parity. 
· Mr. ·ARENDS. -But he does not have' 

to by law raise or.lower'supports accord
ing to ·a formula? - · · · 

M.r. COOLEY . . He is required to make 
certain findings, and be is very fiexible · 
in making his findings t.o suit himself. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to hear this discussion so that. I: 
could be informed, but I want to go ahead. 
with my remarks. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, Will the: 
gentleman yield briefiy.'.? ~ . · 

Mr. HILL. Just briefiy. 
Mr. BUDGE. It so happens that in 

my State the -two farm commodities 
which are yielding the greatest return to 
the farmer are beef cattle and potatoeS, 
neither of which is under support. I 
would like to· ask the -gentleman whether· 
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he feels that the passage of this resolu
tion would tend to place the Gover.n-. 
ment further in tne agricultural picture 
or whether it would tend to remove the 
Government from the agricultural pic-
tur~. · v 

Mr. HILL. Well, I will be glad to an
swer that, and then I would like to finish 
my statement. However, potatoes are 
selling extremely high and certainly are 
not supported-just another indication
that all supported crops are not as high 
as potatoes or livestock. 

Here is the difficulty you get into 
when you freeze. I think every Meml,>er 
of this House is interested in this mat- · 
ter, and we are all striving for the same 
purpose. Now, every one of us knows 
that the farmer is in a price squeeze, and 

- we are all willing to work out a program, . 
but when you come up to a -situation 
where you say you are willing to freeze 
a certain product, I want more farm 
products in the proper proportion than 
we have ·them today if you are going to 
freeze them. 
· Mr.' COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman. 

- Mr. COOLEY . . The gentleman seems 
to be so opposed to freezing price sup- -
ports for 1 year.· But the ·gentleman 
was very much. in . favor of freezing 
wheat acreage at 55 million acres and 
but for the fact that acreage had been 
frozen, you would now have 23 million_ 
acres instead of · 55 million ·acres. · . 

-Mr. HILL • . -You had the eecretary of 
Agriculture when I voted for that bill -
because _ before ·I voted Jor it we were 
increasing wheat- acreage in Colorapo. 

Mr: COOLEY; But ·it is a f;a,ct tnat 
your · wheat acreage is ·now frozen ~t 55 
million acres and all we are trying to do 
for cottOn is to freeze acrea-ge at the -
same level it was in 1957. :. - · 
- Mr. HILL. You really would have it 

for 2 years,- if you counted 'this year, __ 
would you not? . 

Mr. COOLEY. No. · The acreage 18 all · 
fixed· for 1958. ·we are' j\lSt trying to 

· freeze , the total.acreage for 1 year, ·1959; 
'that is alL In the meantime, we will -
work out some program. . 

Mr. HILL. I think that is .tpe best_ 
part of our whole statement, . including 
the chai:rman's, that we have on our desk_ 
in the House' and in . our subcommittees 
a plan to work ·out "our difficulties . by ' 
bringing to this House an agricultural. 
bill. . . . 

Mr. BENTLEY: Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. H~. I yield to the gentleman. 
. Mr·: · BENTLEY. . Mr. ·Chairman, I 
would like to ask" the gentleman from 
Colorado how -he would regard ·a vote 
either for or against Senate Joint Reso
lution 162-that is, which would be the· 
furthest step in the .. right direction 
toward getting the Government com
pletely out of agriculture? 

Mr. HilL. Of course, the gentleman 
makes a radical · statement. I would not 
vote· to take all the controls off because 
the farmer is at our mercy. This Con-
gress has passed_ all these, shall I say .. 
intricate and dimcult regulations and 
rules in cotton, tobacco, · peanuts, rice,
and what have you. - Now, it wouid ·not.-

be even reasonable to wipe them off at And just to be sure no one is left out, 
one fell swoop. . one of the payees in 1957 was-of all 

Mr. BENTLEY. Assuming the gentle- things-the Mississippi State Peniten
man did want to sweep them off, which . tiary at Parchman, Miss., which received 
way would he counsel gentlemen to vote? . $71,000 for reserve acres -of cotton. 

Mr. HILL. I would not vote to take This is just a sampling of those giant 
them off, of course not. farms receiving-astronomical sums from 

Mr. BENTLEY. Which way would the - the Federal Government. 
gentleman vote, for or against the reso- Now, when is this gravy train for the 
lution? big farmer, who is so vocal in his legisla-

Mr. HILL. I am against the resolu- tive demands, going to stop? 
tion from first to last. ·Is it not about time the consumer was 
" Mr. BENTLEY. If the gentleman . given some consideration? 

wanted to take the Government com- I hope the ·resolution will be defeated 
pletely out of the farm business, which and Secretary -Benson's farm program, · 
would be the best way? to benefit all the people · of the United 

Mr. HILL . . Against the resolution. States, -will be allowed to continue. 
Mr. BENTLEY. Against the 1;esolu- Mr. BASS of New ·Hampshire. Mr. " 

tion? Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will extend my remarks at this point in the 

the gentleman yield? RECORD. 
Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 

from Connecticut. the request of the gentleman from New 
Mr. MORANo. · I ask the distinguished Hampshire? 

gentleman from Colorado, What is the There was no objection. 
effect of this freeze resolution on the .Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. Mr. 
consumer, in the consumer area? Chairman, ·I rise in opposition to Senate 

Mr. HILL. I answered the gentleman Joint Resolution 162, to freeze farm price 
a while ago. Whatever we do for the supports and acreage allotments for 1 
farmer, we will probably do nothing for year. at or above 1957 levels. I .oppose 
the consumer. this measure because it continues and-

Mr. MORANO. As I understand the broadens a .program of rigid farm price 
gentleman's argument, ·this resolution - supports, which, since World War II, has 
does nothing for the farmer. Is that proven a tragic and costly failure. 
right? By extending a policy of high price 
· Mr. HILL. I did not mean to leave supports-and this program would ·place 

tpat impression.- I thought ·I told. you· . man?:;tt9rY supports on nine new com- 
it was going to do a-lot of evil for him. -. moditles-we are ass.ured for at least 

Mr. MORANO . . The only conclusion . 1 more year ~f a P.rogra:m of soa_ring ~ 
is that it will do a lot of evil to the f~rm pr_oduct10n, bigger Government
farmer and so do a lot of evil for the .. owp.ed surpluses, more costly surplus .d~s
consumer too? posal programs,- and pricing our farm 
· Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Chairman, ·I pro~ucts out of the dom_esti<; a:nd inter- 

ask unanimous· consent to extend 'Iny re- ~atiOn~l markets. ~ Passmg this resolu-
marks at .this point in the RECORD. tiOn Will not solve our f~rm problem,_ but : 

· . . only delay the day when the Congress · 
. The CHAffiMAN. Is_there obJectiO~ to _ must face facts and get the -Government -

tp.e_ r~quest of the ge~tleman from ~ew . out of the farm business. _ 
Yor;tc . . .. . . ·· ~ ·· There are three questions we should 

T.bere was no obJectiOn. . . - ask· ourselves about this resolution: 
-.. Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr: Chairma~, - I . First, whom does it help? It doesn't · 

am oppose9 to Senate Jc;>mt _ResolutiOn - help anyone. It won't help the con-
162, to_ stay any reductiOn m support sumer, who · will pay higher costs for 
prices or acreage allotments. _ food. 

Many of those favori11g .this resolution It certainly won't help workers who · 
have said its passage will help the small are unemployed or working -reduced 
farmer. Let us see who has been_helped. hours when they have to pay more to eat 

For cotton, 1954 . crop, the Federal with their dwindling resources. 
Gevernment . paid $1,292,472.25 to the It will not help th~ .taxpayer,-who will 
Delta & _Pine Land Co., of Scott, Miss.. have to carry an additional · tax burden 
For the 1955 crop, $769,377.43 to J. G. to pay the increased farm support ·costs 
Adams - & Son, of Hughes, Ark.; $455,- this resolution will add. 
650.67 to Lawerence Bros.,_ of Driver, Ark.; · It will not really help the farmer. 
$395,090.11 to Tillar ~ Co., of_ Tillar, Rigid price supports destroy farm mar
Ark-.; $971,627.23 to Chandler Co., of Fort kets, place greater governmental control · 
Stockton, Tex.; $667,092.95 to Lowe Bros.,· over agriculture, depress prices by piling 
of_ Midland, Tex.; $571,928.98 to Ivey _&_ up additional staggering surpluses, and · 
McKi~ney Farmf?, of_ Pecof!, Tex~ For create inemcient and uneconomic farm .. 
the 1956 crop an increase in this year ing operations. Rigid high price sup .. 
totaling $1,446,60q.67 to t:f:\e Delta & }line ports will certainly give very little help 
La.nd Go., of Scott, :rv.nss.; $504,471.20 to to the small farmer, because small farm
Leo A. Fisher, of Parma, Mo.; $360,979.07 ers and those with low incomes produce 
to C. & L. Ranch, of El P~so._Tex. op.Iy 10 percent of the farm products 

For rice, the 1955 crop, $830,662.80 was· marketed. 
paid to the South Texas Rice Farms, of Secondly; we should· ask ourselves: Is 
Rosharon, Tex. For the 1956 crop, $353,- this truly a temporary program? The 
332.86 was paid to the Louisiana Rice supporters of this ·resolution tell us this 
Growers, Inc., of Crowley, -La.; and· measure will last but 1 year. I only re
$294,868.21 to George Smith and tenants, mind the House the -original price-sup
of De Witt, A,rk. port program ·was temporary, and, un-

. 
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fortunately, it is still with us, some 16 cision based upon a $1.78 per bushel 
years later, compounding the problems announced support price payment. On 
of farmers and consumers at an ever this basis -they decided to participate in 
greater cost. Every temporary Govern- the Soil Bank. Now supporters of this 
ment program I know of always becomes legislation are asking us to change the 
permanent. rules. This measure would increase the 

And, finally, will this legislation help support level to $2 per bushel. But it is 
combat the current recession? Any seri- too late for those who entered the Soil 
ous student of the operation of high Bank to change their minds. What 
price supports knows it would have just could be more unfair than that? 
the reverse effect. To freeze for any pe- President Eisenhower through Secre
riod of time any segment of our economy tary Benson has put forward a program 
and to destroy its fiexibility to react to that will really help the farmer. This 
changing conditions, particularly in a program will take him out of the Gov
time of recession, would be very damag- ernment straitjacket and expand his 
ing to the agricultural economy of this markets both here and abroad. It aiso 
country. And, let us not forget the tax- provides special help directed to the 
payers, who in time of recession, with small farmer who needs it. That is the 
many on reduced incomes, will be asked program we should be debating today. 
to put up a greater percentage of their Instead, we are asked to continue the 
tax money to support farm price sup- · status quo and we are asked to do this 
ports. And, let us not forget the con- by those who are the greatest critics of 
sumer, who will be required to pay artifi- the present farm situation. Some farm
cially higher prices for food, which these ers were sick during 1957. A continua
supports inevitably bring. tion of the same program can only make 

I urge the House to reject this reso- them sicker. 
Iution and the committee on Agriculture -Certainly, the farmer now will know 
to begin serious consideration and action who to blame if his economic situation 
on a new approach-a positive program does not improve. He knows that this is 
designed to solve the farm problem. not Secretary Benson's program and he 
·This new approach, I s-uggest, should also knows that firing Secretary Benson 
have as its basis the bipartisan recom- does not raise the price of wheat or 
mendations of the Subcommittee on lower the price of tractors one iota. 
Agricultural Policy to the Joint Eco- This measure should be overwhelm-
nomic Committee, published February ingly defeated. 
10, 1958. · Mr HILL. · Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

Mr. DAWSON of utah. Mr. Chairman, minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my [Mr. HARVEY]. -
remarks at this point in the RECORD. Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, it is 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to with reluctance that I must oppose Sen
the request of the gentleman from Utah~ ate Joint Resolution 162, for agriculture 

surely needs help and time is running 
There was no objection. out for the dairyman especially. Last 
Mr~ DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair- year, we witnessed the. unfortunate exhi

man, for the past 12 months I have bition of the various segments of agri-
heard many Members of this Ho"use tell - culture engaged in hara-kiri on the fioor 
about how badly our farmers are doing.. of this House.. Members from nonfarm 
They have said that the farmer was districts said in essence "a curse on both 
worse off in 1957 than in previous years. your houses" and joined in scuttling 
I had hoped-in view of their concern- much needed legislation. · 
that they would propose a legislative 'When we returned less than 90 days 
solution. · - · ago for the second session, there seemed 

What have they done instead? They to be a different spirit prevailing, a 
have presented a bill to keep t~e 1957 willingness to forgo recrimination and 
program in effect. They tell us at every work together for the betterment of the 
opportunity that in . 1957 the farmer's farmer. Much progress has been made 
lot was harder than ever. By urging us along constructive lines. There was an 
to support this legislation, they are in· agreement within the committee that we 
effect urging us to keep a program 'they would work for an omnibus bill which 
have labeled ineffective. we would take to the fioor of the House 
· What would this bill do? and support with unanimity. 

Well, it will further destroy the farm- Now, what has happened? Suddenly 
ers' markets. It will pile up additional without any hearings and in a complete 
surpluses which even now cost the tax- breach of faith we have this so-called 
payers· $1 million per day to store. It quick-freeze bill before us. About the 
would greatly increase the cost of other only valid argument offered for its se
farm programs, a cost already too bur- rious consideration has been the urgen
densome. It gives great rewards to the cy of the dairy price support deadline of 
prosperous farmer who needs no help April 1. 
and it gives only token aid to farmers Now I am sympathetic with the plight 
who do need assistance. of the dairymen but believe in this in-
. Mr. Chairman, one of this bill's major stance they are being "used". I sug-
defects is its unfairness. The bill if gested to the leadership on our commit
passed and signed by the President pe- tee on both sides that if they thought 
nalizes those who have done the most to we could not get an omnibus bill out be
cooperate with the Government in the fore the April 1 deadline, then we could 
reduction of surpluses. I refer to the give a 30 or 60 days' extension to this ex
winter wheat farmers who already have piration date ·and by that time could 
signed up to participate in the 1958 Soil reasonably expect to have the omnibus 
Bank. These farmers came to that de- bill ready for the President's signature. 

About everyone agrees that the proper 
consideration of and action on a long
range constructive program for agricul
ture is overdue. For too long, we have 
been cobbling along with inadequate and 
outmoded devices that suit not the pro
ducer or the consumer. A quick freeze 
gimmick such as Senate Joint Resolu
tion 162 will not ever become a law in 
my judgment but it is going to further 
strain the tolerance of our colleagues 
and alienate them from fair considera
tion of good proposals when offered. 

My policy has been and will continue 
to that of willingness to work on a con
structive basis with all who are inter
ested; I cannot vote my approval for a 
proposal which will ultimately do much 
more harm than good even if we were 
to concede that it would become a law. 

In conclusion, it has also been my be
lief .that each segment of our farm econ
omy should have the right within rea
sonable bounds to determine the kind 
of a program it believes best suited to its 
own needs-for example, if the dairy- · 
men want a self-help type of program 
and can agree on one, I would be willing 
to help them get it. We of the Corn 
Belt are stuck with a wholly unrealistic 
program which · we wish to repeal; we 
want to inaugurate a whole new ap
proach, and if the livestock industry is to 
be salvaged it must be done. We have 
such a proposal almost ready to pre
sent but along comes this gimmick which 
will continue our present program and 
preclude enactment· of the proper one. 
This is a gloomy day for those of us 
who are really devoted to the well-being 
of agriculture. · 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi ·[Mr. ABERNETHY], chairman of 
the Dairy Subcommittee. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman 
and members of the Committee, since 
the distinguished ranking minority 

. member· of our committee, the gentle
man from Colorado [Mr. HILL], · made 
mention of the fact that this was his 
first appear~nce here in ascending to 
that capacity, I would like to say~ Mr. 
Chairman, that since I became a mem
ber of the Committee on Agricultute; -it 
has been my pleasure to serve with 3 
such ranking members from the Repub..; 
lican side. The immediate predecessor 
of the gentleman from· Colorado [Mr. 
HJLL], was our late colleague, August H. 
Andresen. We all know he left a very· 
fine record in the House of Representa.:. 
tives, particularly for his efforts in be
half of the dairy farmers. He rendered 
most valuable service which will long be 
remembered. Immediately preceding 
him was the lovable Cliff Hope who after 
a long and successful career in the Con
gress retired to his home in Garden City, 
Kans. The honor and distinction of 
holding this important position has now 
descended to our friend from Colorado. 

I have said it privately and I would 
like to now say for the record that a 
finer man never served on our commit
tee than BILL HILL. He has rendered 
excellent service to agriculture and to 
the Nation as a whole. It is a genuine 
pleasure to serve with a man of his 
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char~ter and ability and I am con
fident that as the leader of the minoritY 
members of the committee he will make 
a great · contribution to the Nation's 
farmers. 

He has already made a great contri
bution in building a better spirit of 
cooperation in our committee. · I believe 
the committee is going to render a real 
service to agriculture this year. . 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would not want 
our colleague to think that because I am 
saying these nice things about the gen
tleman fx:om Colorado. [Mr. HILL] that 
I agree with his position on this bill. I 
do not, however, ,question his sincerity. 

Agriculture · is in a . very serious con
dition; it is iri a declining economy and 
has been for . 6 or 7 years. It is a serk 
ously declining economy and there just 
seenis to be no end to it. Not only is 
agriculture in -that condition, but the 
whole country now seems to be plagued 
with such. As a result of that situation 
numerous programs have been recom
mended to the Congress by the President 
and by the Democratic leaders of the 

· Cpn,gress in' ·order to firm up · business 
and industry and the country -in general. 
However,'until now,' not a single recom
mendation has· been submitted from 
either the executive or the legislative 
branch of our Government to do ·any
thing to check the decline in agricul
ture except the bill now before us .. I do 
not believe that the Congress is .going to 
leav~· agriculture untreated and in ,such . 
a perilous .condition while we :. ex:press , 
alarm and consider curative measures 
for all other segments of the Nation's 
economy. · 

Mr. PIXON. · Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentieman yield? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I yield. 
Mr. DIXON. Does the gentleman not 

recall .'the extension of .Publip Law· 480? 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes, I agree with 

the gentleman that we have Public Law 
480, but it is nothing new and . was not 
offered as a means of checking the -cur
rent loss of farm income. 

Mr. DIXON. Also--. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Now, I cannot 

yield further; I have only 5 minutes. 
I agree with the gentleman that we 

have given Mr. Benson Public Law 480. 
We have also given him everything else 
he has sought, reluctantly in some in
stances and. without my vote in others. 
But the facts . ar.e that he has over his 
long period of . service as Secretary of 
Agriculture received everything he has 
sought to carry out the campaign prom
ise of his party to give farmers parity at 
the market place. His recommendations 
have not fulfilled the promise, Neither. 
has his ser.vice. Until now, it has been 
an utter failure.· There . is one thing he 
has not been . given. It is his most 
recent request ·to permit him to drop 
price supports to 60 percent. of parity 
and make him lord anc.i master over the 
destinies of ail farmers. I do not believe 
the Congress will ever yield him or any 
other man such broad power and au
thority. The most conservative of· the 
farmer organizations and the· one ·which 
has supported him the most, the Ameri
can Farm Bureau, is opposed to giving 
him that power. He stands alone and 
without support on this request. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the Mr. ABERNETHY . . Oh, all right. 
gentleman yield? · · Then I stand corrected. But the gen-
. Mr. ABERNETHY. I yield to my dis- tlemen did seek· time ·before the com-

tinguished chairman. mittee, made an appearance and testi-
Mr. COOLEY. We have not yet ex- tied in support of bills which would raise 

tended Public Law 480; it has been milk support from the current rate of 
pending before our committee and it will $3.25 per hundred · to $3.50 per hundred. 
be considered very shortly. · · Mr. BENTLEY. I did not. 

Mr. DIXON. That was proposed by Mr. ABERNETHY. Well, the gentle-
the President; also our utilization re- men has just said that he testified in 
search measure. support of the legislation so, to say the 

Mr. ABERNETHY. There is nothing least, he favored the idea of holding the 
new about either of these proposals. line and preventing Mr. Benson from 
They are old stuff. ·. Farmers are in an breaking the price on April 1 -under the 
extreme emergency .now and I repeat current rate of $3.25. So, the pending . 
that the administration has come for- bill . is exactly in · keeping with his posi
ward with pump-priming programs for. tion before our subcommittee and ··I 
everything except agriculture. So far as would anticipate that 'he will stand pat.~ 
the administration is concerned the de- That is what the gentleman committed 
clining farm income, the agricultural de- himself to before the committee. As I 
pression, stands unnoticed by the leaders said, ma:hy bills were introduced to hold 
of this administration. the line. The gentleman from Wiscon-
. Mr. DIXON. Also- sin [Mr. LAIRD] introduced one of the . 

Mr. ABERNETHY . . I cannot yield bills, the. gentleman from Washington . 
further. The gentleman is a very fine [Mr. WESTLAND J introduced one,. the 
Member of this House and I would not gentleman from Iowa [Mr. TALLE], the 
want to be rude to him, but I cannot gentleman from New York [Mr. WIL
yield further. · · LIAMSJ, the gentleman from Missouri 

We do not bring this bill to you as a [Mr. BROWN], the gentleman from New 
cure-all of agriculture's ills. But we do ~or~ [Mr. WHARTON], the gentlewoman 
say that we must hold the line, maintain from New York [Mrs. ST. GEORGE], the 
the status quo and not permit. a further gentleman from South Dakota tMr . . Me
decline. That is what our bill will do. GovERN], the gentleman from Kansas 
We are only as_king that you take the [Mr. REEsJ also introduced bills. The 
Secretary's program, his own price sup- list is very long. I do not have them 
port levels, his own acreage allotments all .before me. , 
as applicable to the last .crops and make Also the. gentleman ·from Io~a [Mr. 
them applicable to . the next crops for ' GRoss]-, the gentleman from Mississippi 
the next year only. · [Mr. · WHITTEN], the gentleman from 

If this bill is not .Passed, what will ·Mississippi [Mr. WINSTEAD J, ·the gentle
it mean? It. means that agriculture · man f:t;om Washington . [Mr,. ToLLEFSON], 
must suffer a further decline, a further · tP,e gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
bleeding of its already limp body. It, JOHNSON] who introduced· the first bill 
does not require Mr. Benson to raise and first conceived the idea of holding 
prices over last year, not a dime; but it the line. 
does say to him that he I:h')lst peg prices We are here now endeavorin,g to ac
and acreages at levels at least equal to commodate all of these · Members. We 
the last pegging. It do·es not freeze just hope they will all pitch in, get in 
either acreag-es or prices. The character t}le fight and give us their full coopera
of flexibility is left in the law, with cur- tion in fighting down the vigorous effort 
reht supports and acreages being fixed that will be made · by· the leadership OQ. 
as the ftoor. the Republican side to kill the bill. We 

By the enactment of this bill we will are going to do our best to ·do exactly 
be saying that we are not going to per- what all of the authors of the various 
mit our farmers to have to take less bills want done and we will surely ac
this year than they took last year; that complish the desired -result if all of them 
is all there is to it. It is just that simple. will help us~ · 
The objective is reasonable. Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, will the 

My , assignment in -this matter as gentleman yield? 
chairman . of the Dairy Subcommittee · Mt: ABERNETHY. I yield to the gen
was to see to it that the dairy farme:i.· · tleman. 
did not have to take l~ss this year •than Mr. LAIRD. I have been receiving a 
he took last_ yea:; that 1s all. There were lot of wires and correspondence f~om my· 
25 or 30 b1Us mtroduced and referred dai-ry farmers in Wisconsin who seem to 
to my subcom.mittee. which. would either • think we are putting the stamp of ap
freeze or ra1se da1r! pnce supports. proval on $3.25 for $3.95 milk. There 
Many. of them were mtroduced by Re- were quite a few complaints last year 
publican Me?lb.ers, one by the gentle- about that price. 
man from ~lC~tgan [Mr. BENTLEY], as I Mr. ABERNETHY. There probably 
recall, who 1.nd1eated a m~ment.ago t~at was, and Mr. Benson could have reme
he 'Yas agau:?-st tJ:;te I?endmg b11l wh~ch died that situation if he had only fixed 
carn.es out hiS obJective. All those bills · the price at that level. I am sure the 
provtded that the farmers should no.t best we can do now is hold the line· 
have to ta~e less than they to<;>k last and I am also sure that your farmers d~ 
year. I belleve the gentleman's bill pro- . . . 
vided that they should receive a little not want $3.02 m1lk which the Secre-
more, did it not? tary's ~rder will give them if permitted 

Mr. BENTLEY. I appeared before the to go mto efiect on the first of next 
committee and testified in support of month. 
the legislation but I did not personally Mr. LAIRD. I can assure the gentle-
introduce a bill. ·· man they will not want that. 

I : 

·. 
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Mr. ABERNETHY. I know they do 

not and we are fighting the battle now 
to prevent your farmers from having to 
take that price. We appreciate the help 
which the · gentleman is giving us. 

I sincerely urge upon all Members of. 
the House .that they support this bill and 
help us put-a stop to the farm price de
cline. Help us, if you please, to hold the 
line. 
·· Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Maine 
[Mr. MciNTIRE]. 

Mr. MciNTIRE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this resolution now 
pending. I voted against it in commit
tee and I shall vote against it here in 
the House. __ 

It has been a great pleasure to me to 
work as a member of the House Com
mittee on Agriculture; and, while I do 
not represent an area which is involved 
in the production o~ the so-called basic 
commo~ities, nevertheless we folks in 
New England are interested in agricul
ture and have a great deal at stake in 
agriculture. I appreCiate that involved 
in this legislation is price-support level 
concerning dairying. However, this is 
a package bill and it involves other 
things·, including feed grains. 

I ' am not opposed to efforts on th~ part 
of the Government to effect some price 
stability as far as farm commodities are 
concerned. -· I have the -pleasure of serv
ing on the Tobacco Subcommittee of 
the Committee on· Agriculture with the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. WATTS], 
who was cliairman o'f the ·subcommittee. 
He would testify, I am sure, that he 
would say I · have worked with him in 
efforts toward a sound program for to-
bacco producers. · · 

I approach the problem of · agricul_. 
tural legislation on the philosophy of 
trying to get the very best program that 
we · can 'for each commodity involved. 
Within the framework of that philos
ophy, I find th~s resolution in complete 
contradiction to that position and in con
tradiction to the position taken by prac
tically every Member of this House who 
has voted on farm legislation. 

Those who have supported the prin
ciple of high-level supports or 90 percent 
have said repeatedly that they are in 
favor of those levels of support only be
cause they are also in favor- of the neces
sary production controls in or<.ler to 
make the program work." A vote for 
this legislation today is in contradiction 
of that position. 

Those of us who have voted for vari- · 
able support levels on commodities 
where there are mandatory supports, 
have said that we want to accept the 
principle that price supports will be 
varied somewhat up and down in rela
tion to supply and demand factors. So, 
a vote for this resolution today is in di
reCt contradiction to the position that 
we have taken. 

I suppose that there are often times 
in which consistency is no virtue, and 
certainly a vote for this resolution today 
is proof of that fact. A vote for it will 
be inconsistent to a position taken bY' 
practically every one of us on previous 
farm legislation. 

It has been mentioned that this reso
lution prevents jerking the :fioor out 

from under farm commodities. It does 
no such thing, as I see it, because there 
is no · provision in this resolution to 
change existing law. We all know that 
existing law provides a very fixed range 
in which the Secretary can apply price 
supports on the basics. This resolution 
freezes the level of prtce on those .where 
the Secretary has some discretion and 
where there are no vehicles of acreage 
management. I think all of those folks 
who come from nonfarm areas have 
been sincerely interested in price sup
port legislation which is sound ·for the 
American farmer and equally equitable 
for the American consumer. In my 
opinion, this legislation does not meet 
that criterion. The farmers must go 
to the market with the quality ~nd 
quantity of farm products necessary for 
our desirable high · standard of living. 
This resolution is not sound farm legis
lation. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. MciNTIRE. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I should like to commend the gen
tleman for his statement. I wish to 
state my own opposition to this reso-
lution. · 

Mr. Chairman, the lack of wisdom in 
the provisions of this res.olution would 
be obvious to any but the most blind ad
herents ·of rigid price supports. The 
adverse effects of passing such _ a 
resolution are obvious and far-reaching. 
One of the most serious problems in the 
field of agriculture is the tremendous 
surplus of commodities which overhangs 
the market. By stimulating unneeded 
production these surpluses will continue 
to grow. 

As the gentleman from Maine has just 
said, consistency may not always be a 
virtue. Nonetheless we should refuse to 
take any serious retrogressive step with
out good reason. Passage of this reso
lution -would be such a step. In addi
tion we would be ignoring completely 
the sound recommendations recently 
made by President Eisenhower regard
ing appropriate legislative action. 

Too often in discussions of the farm 
problem, and what needs to be done, we 
overlook the consumer-and also the 
taxpayer. This resolution would affect 
both these groups directly and most 
adversely. Indeed it would· hurt farmers 
also throughout the Nation, ·by delaying 
still longer the day when production and 
consumption can be brought tnto rea
sonable balance. Any resolution such as 
this, which harms many and which 
helps few if any, should be defeated. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. ANFUSO]. 

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this legislation because it 
helps the farmers and does not-:-and I 
want · to make this crystal clear-does 
not hurt the consumers. The Consum
ers Study Subcommittee, of which I 
have the honor of being chairman, in its 
report of 1957 stated that farm prices 
have declined 16 percent since 1952 while 
retail food prices have increased 1.3 per
cent. In other words, while farmers 
kept getting less and less for their prod-

uct, the consumer kept paying a higher 
price. This is true of bread and is par· 
ticularly true· in the milk industry. 

Let me prove this point. In 1952 milk 
was supported at 90 percent of parity 
and the average price of milk in grocery 
stores was 22.8 cents. In 1957, with the 
support reduced to 83 percent of parity, 
the retail price of milk had risen to 
24.3 cents. 

Now, who made the profits? · It is ob
vious that the big milk companies did. 
and my subcommittee is making an in- · 
vestigation of the situation which _ per
mits farm income .to go down and the 
consumer's price to go up, with big 
profits . going to the big fellows. • 

According to our studies, the profits of. 
the big three dairy companies, Borden's, 
National Dairy, and Beatrice Foods, 
have gone up 55 percent since 1952. The 
situation is best brought out by what has 
happened in niy State of New York. 
Last fall I made a tour of the State and 
found that the farmers' plig·ht in New 
York State was very serious. Everybody 
was complaining. The farmers were 
complaining that they were not getting 
enough, and the consumers were .com
plaining that they were paying too 
much. This bill ~ will help the farmers 
of New York State. It will help all of 
the farmers to the tune of $250 million 
and not hurt the consumers at all. 
- Now, I would like to read to you some 
telegrams and letters which I have re
ceived. First of all I have , a telegram 
here from . the chairman of. the great 
Democratic Party of New· York State, 
Mr. Michael Pendergast; who is a farmer 
himself from upstate New York ·who 
states that farmers in New York have 
expressed strong support for freezing 
farm price supports-at 1957 levels . . 

I have telegrams and letters here from 
Republicans upstate who want this bill 
passed. All the milk farmers I have 
talked with want this bill passed. 
· Now speaking generally on this bill, 
let me point out that in 1957 farm income 
sunk to a new low of $641. This caused 
almost 2 million-1.8 ,million -to be ex
act-people to leave the farms in 1 single 
year. -

This has contributed to the unemploy
ment situation because there are not that 
many city jobs to go around. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to say 
this . in all earnestness. ·I do not dislike 
Secretary Benson. As a matter of fact 
I like and respect him. He is a very pious 
and religious man, · a man of convictions 
who would not intentionally hurt the 
farmer or the consumer. He could be 
mistaken and in this case I believe he 
is, but he is not the devil that some peo
ple, on both sides of the aisle, paint him 
to be. 

We will come out of this recession and 
we will reduce the surpluses. Another 
thing our committee hopes to bring out 
this year is a food stamp by which we 
hope to distribute an additional billion 
dollars worth of surpluses through the 
States in distress areas to help the un
employment situation. 

This is not a permanent measure we 
are adopting here but a temporary one. 
It will help the farmers. It will stop 
them. from losing more money in the 
midst of. a depression, and -in the long 

. 

. 
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run it will help America and the I Jntend to bring out legislation which 
oonsumers. . . will be of further benefit to the con-

This recession did not_ just start. It sumers. 
started four years ago with the farmers, Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
and it is now hitting the towns and the- such time as she may desire to the gen
cities because the purch"S.sing power of tlewoman from Minnesota (Mrs. KNuT
the farmers, .our best consumers. has soN]. 
been destroyed. · Mrs. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

Mr. Chairman, you_ cannot ruin one to join those who ,have our national 
segment of our population and expect to. economy's interest at heart, to urge 
get prosperity in the other. This is the immediate affirmative action on this 
time when we must all help each other most important stopgap legislation, 

· if this country is to prosper again. Senate Joint Resolution 162. 
For this reason I must appeal to the Yesterday I received a telegram from 

city people who :Q.ave always been most_ a farmer in my district with the stark-
magnanimous, to hold the line and not warning: · 
worsen the condition of our farmer 
friends. 

Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANFUSO. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. The 
gentleman represents a city district. 
Will the gentleman please tell me how 
this bill will help in any way the con
sumer and the unemployed person in his 
district, when he goes to buy his food? 

Mr. ANFUSO. That is the most sim
ple question I have had asked of me. 
I have been on this committee for the 
past 3 years. I studjed farm legislation 
before that. Our committee has found 
that in the 10 years . that farmers' in
come has gone down, not once .did we 
consumers get any benefit from that. 

Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. The 
gentleman has not answered my ques
tion. 

Mr. ANFUSO. And, therefore, I do 
not intend to hurt the farmer in this 
legislation whel) I know positively that 
we consumers are not going to benefit 
by it. We are not going to be h~t by 
this temporary measure, and that is all 
it is, because we are going to come up 
with perfecting legislation within the 
year. 

·Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, ' will the gentleman 'yield?' 
Mr. ANFUSO. I yield. 

_ Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to congratulate the gentleman on 
the wonderful statement he is making. 
I should like to ask, is it not true be
cause of Public Law 480 in which the 
gentleman is very much interested, liter
ally thousands of the unemployed people 
can be fed? 

Mr. ANFUSO. ·That is exactly right. 
Mr. MATTHEWS. tt is a wonderful 

program in which the gentleman is very 
much interested. 

Mr. FR:E'LINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield.? 
_ Mr. ANFUSO. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. It is hard to 
follow the gentleman's legie. I just won
der whether he or the consumers whom 
he represents in Congress have reason 
to support a resolution of this kind. I 
also should. like to know if he is going 
to answer the question posed by the gen
tleman from New Hampshire. 

Mr. ANFUSO. I do not represent any 
farmers. All I represent is consumers. 
Of course I am vitally interested in the 
consume_r. Th~s joint. resolution will help 
the consumer by increasing the. pur
chasing pow~r of the farmer .. Later on 

Farm income is so low compared to costs 
it will be impossible for fanners to exist if 
price supports are dropped·. 

This, in few words, is the crux of our 
situation. We, who have foreseen the 
recession spreading from the root evil 
of the farm depression, have been voices· 
crying in the wilderness ever since the 
administration's unrealistic and unsym
pathetic farm policies ·first went into ac
tion back in 1953. The situation is too 
dangerous to stop and take credit for 
simple, elementary ability to add 2 and 
2 and get 4, economically speaking. The 
mome~tum of this tragic economic 
downrush must be slowed before it cari 
be stopped and only measures such as 
Senate Joint Resolution 162 are power
ful enough to accomplish this recession 
slowdown. · 

On February 22, Saturday, Washing .. 
ton's Birthday, I sent a letter to the 
President which I had received from a 
constituent. My correspondent had sug
gested that the entire community might 
benefit from a form of public works. He 
said it would provide work "for the man:v. 
jobless here in our community and these 
poor farmers here would gladly get out 
and cut brush to help pay for groceries, 
etc. In turn it would help to get some 
money circulating which would help 
these smali town businessmen. Believe 
me, they are just hanging on." 

In a later press release, I said "The use 
of stopgap projects might slow down 
the progress of this depression and would 
at least give these people some earnings 
until permanent solutions are intro
duced. The administration seems to be 
newly aware that its tight-money, high
jnterest policies are feeding rather than 
fight~g the inflationary pressures. In 
light of this new understanding of the 
economic facts of life, it is possible that 
the administration might also be recep
tive to suggestions of simple and reason
able stopgap IJ?,easures · to help people 
during the present depression which has 
resulted from its own policies. Who 
knows, the administration might even 
come to understand how disastrous its 
farm policies have been as well? Is it 
too much to hope that the administra
tion could admit that these farm policies 
have been just as wrong-headed, now 
that they have found their mistaken · 
credit policies, · among others, have 
pushed our national economy to· the 
brink of a major depression?" 

Mr. Chairman, Ibave been asking my
~elf-and all those who will listen to 
me--"What will be the end result of this 
current depression?" The rea~on why 

I have been doing. this is that I have 
recently received information from two 
major executive departments. A March 
11~ 1958, release of the Department of 
Commerce brought out that, as of mid
February of this year, 5,200,000 Ameri
cans were unemployed out of a total 
labor force of 69,804,000. Any logical 
projection pf these mid-February_figures 
to mid-March would have it that more 
than 6 million Americans are now with
out jobs. 

On March i4, 1958, I learned from the 
Department of Defense that the overall 
military numerical strength of this coun
try consists of 2,614,003 men. It ap-· 
pears, therefore, that some 6 million un
employed and some 2,600,000 under 
arms-a total of more than 8,600;000 
Americans who are not making direct 
contributions to our gross national 
product. 

In a speech on the :fioor of the House 
on March 13, I referred to Decline and 
Fall of the Roman Empire, by Edward 
Gibbon. I did this to point up the need 
for bolstering the family farm as a 
means to prevent the downhill plimge 
of our economic toboggan-a. toboggan 
which, at that time, was virtually with
out breaks. 

At the risk of earning a reputation as 
a "Johnny-One-Note·~ Member, I again 
refer to Gibbon's monumental work. 
This time to a significant sentence in 
chapter V: 

It has been calculated-

Wrote the 18th century British his
torian-
by the ablest politicians .that no state, with
out being soon exhausted, can maintain 
above the hundredth part of its members iii 
arms and idleness. 

Some 6 percent of all Americans are 
unemployed. Some- 2 percent pluS are 
~n the .!\l'm.ed Forces. This is well over 
the danger mark set by Gibbon. 
. Mr. Chairman, what more proof does 
the administration ·need that its ·farni 
policies-and much worse-the Secre
tary's price-support cut proposals, and 
the President's latest farm-policy falla
cies, are disastrous, not only for our 
family farmers, but also for our entire 
national economy. Russia is breathless
ly waiting for this country to go com
pletely broke. Do we have to have 10 
million people out of work? Six million 
people out of work means at least 18 
million are in the depression all the way. 
The tradesmen who · s~pply the food, 
clothing, and other necessities for these 
18 million are in the depression ail the 
way. The suppliers who supply the 
tradesmen who sell to the 18 million are 
in the depression all the way. Need I go 
on? A friend of mine is in the type
writer business which is away down the 
line from the farmer in the forefront of 
this. depression. My friend tells me the 
typewriter business is in the depression 
all the way. 
. Mr, Chairman, what proof is the ad

ministration waiting for? How can we 
reach tne President in the White Hou5e, 
except by putting before him for his sig
nature,. tms Sena~te Joint Resolution 
162? Again, I urge immediate dispatch 
of this legislation to the White House 
for signature. 
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may desire to the gen-. 
tleman from 'Alabama [Mr. ELLIOTT]. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I sup.; 
port Senate Joint ResolutiQn 162 which 
has for its purpose staying any reduc
tion in support prices or acreage allot
ments until Congress can have time to 
work its will on the price-support and 
acreage-allotment laws. · 

The House Committee on Agriculture 
is now · considering, as I understand it, 
a general agricultural law, which will, 
I am sure, deal with the questions of 
price-support and acreage-allotment 
laws. 

All that the joint resolution now be
fore us Cloes is to make certain that 
Secretary of Agriculture Benson will not 
further reduce support prices or acre
age allotments until the Committee on 
Agriculture has completed its work. 

The depression of the 1930's 
is vividly stamped upon my memory. 
I' saw its devastating effects, Mr. Chair- _ 
man, on millions· of American citizens. 
I felt the pinch of want, and the sting 
of despair that accompanied it through
out our land. I do not want this gen
eration to experience a depression. 

I recollect all too well that the de
pression of the 1930's started on the 
farms of America in the 1920's. The 
cries of farm people for relief swept into 
Washington from the Midwest. They 
came up from the South. Their -voices 
were not heard. We saw that farm
born depression grow into the greatest 
economic upheaval of this generation. 
· "Those -in this- Government who at
tempt to explain the present farm de
pression s·ay that the farmer is doing 
better than he has done before. Truth 
is that were it not for some off-farm 
employment, the plight of the American 
farmer today would be greater than at 
any time since the early 1930's. 

Other segments of the economy have 
built-in aids. There are loans for busi
nessmen; up until a short time ago, there 
were tax writeoffs; there is the minimum 
wage; there are many others. -; The farm
er must have some protection. 

The philosophy of this administration 
to close out the small farmer, to plow 
him under, if you will, is based upon a 
false premise. Hundreds of thousands of 
s·mall farmers in America want to con:.. 
tinue to farm. · Their roots are de'ep in 
the soil. For generations their folks have 
farmed. I am much interested in seeing 
that they continue to have an· oppor
tunity to farm and to earn a reasonable 
living while doing so. 

What happens to a small farmer when 
he is driven from the farm? Where is he 
going to get a job? The :figures show that 
unemployment is growing altogether too 
fast tliese days. It is already reaching 
alarming proportions. Committees and 
groups are making their way to Washing
ton to confer with Members of Cong·ress 
and with officials of the Government to 
give their suggestions as to what we could 
do to stop the growth of unemployment. 

With all of this as -a background, surely 
it is fair to the great farm segment of our 
population that we simply stay any re
duction in support prices or acreage al
lotments until Congress can work its will 
on an agriculture bill. If no bill is 

forthcoming, then our farmers can rest 
assured that in the crop year 1958 
the price supports of their farm com• 
modities will not be cut and in the year 
1959 their acreage allotments will 
not be cut. Such action is in keeping 
with other efforts which the Congress is 
making to fight this recession. 

I hope the House will by large majority 
approve this bill. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. TEAGUE]. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I want it made a matter of 
record that I am one of the members 
on the Committee on Agriculture who 
voted against the resolution. I shall 
vote against it this aft.ernoon. 

I represent one of the largest agricul
tural districts in the United States of 
America. I consider this resolution to 
be bad for the farmers, for the consum
ers, and for the taxpayers, for the rea
sons which the gentleman from Maine 
[Mr. MciNTYRE] so clearly stated a few 
moments ago. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Alabama [Mr. RoBERTs]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. - Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the resolution to provide 
that acreage allotments and price sup
ports cannot be lower than those in ef
feet in 1957. This is a . vital matter and 
it strikes to the very heart of the drive 
we are now waging to fight back eco
nomic recession. I believe that history 
will bear me out' wheri I state that de
pressed farm conditions are the forerun
ner of . overall depression . . 

Congress is eminently correct in tak
iJ:ig the initiative in fi-ghting for the 
farmer. The administration and the 
Secretary of Agriculture have unqU:es
tiO:nably demonstrated 'their indifference · 
to the problem . . The Eisenhower-Benson 
policy . of sliding pledges encompasses a 
1952 ;campaign promise of sustaining the 
90 percent ,parity price support and it 
includes Secretary · Benson's · statement 
before the House Committee on Agri
culture that he favors a price-support 
plan ranging from 90 percent down to no 
support at all. Most recently, President 
Eisenhower has urged that farm price 
supports be reduced to 60 percent. 
. Furthermore, Secretary Benson and 

President Eisenhower blithely have . re_~ 
fused to acknowledge that their pro
posed reductions in acreage allotments 
will further complicate the farmer's 
woes. For instance, the proposed cotton 
ach!age reduction will endanger an ade
quate supply of high quality United 
States cotton for domestic use and re
sult in further loss of our foreign mar
kets. · Expert sources estimate we will 
fall short by 4% million bales of fulfilling 
1958 requirements for this cotton. 

It is evident that Congress must be the 
one to hold the line for the farmers, to 
help maintain and increase their pur
chasing power during this time of eco
nomic crisis. If this is accomplished, 
the result will be felt in circles con-
centric to the farmer. The fertilizer 
people, the ginners, the seed people, the 
steel manufacturer, the railroads;· all 
those people who supply and serv,ice the 
farm will feel the effects of our efforts 

if we are successful in preventing the re
duction of support prices for farm com
modities this year or the lowering of 
plantiJ:?.g· allotments .for any crops next 
year. · -

We have given, and correctly so, our 
attention to unemployment in other 
fields. And yet there is question 
whether we should step in to stem the 
tide of unemployment on the farm. In 
the Fourth Alabama Congressional Dis
trict, which I am proud to serve, we lost 
a third of our farmers during the past 
quarter century. In 1930, our district 
had -152,157 people living on about 29,000 
farms; in 1955, our farm population was 
100,000 with about -18,000 farms. And 
what happens to the thousands of-farm
ers leaving the- land? They have--or 
right now, in all too many cases-they 
are looking for other jobs, adding to the 
critical employment situation. .-

Let us not add to the ex1sting crisis by 
driving farmers from the farm by reduc
ing their livelihood. Let us press to see 
that the antirecession fight is waged at 
the farm level. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. DIXON]. ' 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, this res
olution, in my opinion, is not a farm 
bill; it is a quick maneuver. Unfortu
nately, many fine statesmen on both 
sides of the aisle are going to vote for 
it because they are boxed in. They have 
no alternative. I wish that our commit
tee could have -taken a little more·· time 
and heard the committee reports, be
cause I believe then we would h~we come 
out with something basic. · 

This measure is supposed to be the easy 
way -out. - We have been taking the easy 
way too many times and we find that 
the easy way is the hard way in the long 
run. Long staple cotton, for example, 
is finding that the easy way is the hard 
way. The very day we voted this reso
lution out, we had another resolution 
before the committee to reduce supports 
on long staple cotton down to 60 per
cent-60 percent. They do not want 
their crop priced out of the market. 
They would far rather get out of Govern
ment control. 

The committee quickly withdrew H. R. 
11399 because it did not want to blow hot 
and ·cold at the same breath, to freeze 
price support, prices in one bill <S. Res. 
162) and then turn around and lower 
price supports on· long staple cotton to 
60 percent in the other. · 

Why do they want that? Because 
long staple people find they can do bet'
ter by going clear down to 60 percent 
and being able to· compete on the mar
ket and sell their cotton. · That is as 
true as I stand here. 

Why does the-committee take 'tobaceo 
out of this freeze? Because, ·like the 
long staple cotton people, they do not 
want it frozen; they want free acreage 
and free prices. 

Those two things are all the evidence 
we need to show how· phony this bill 
really is. · 

Yes, the idea· was that the commodi .. 
ties that are hot under the freeze order 
and under high support prices are those 
commodities 'that are doing fine, and the 
commodities that are getting the most 
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Federal money are in the worst trouble. 
What are they? Wheat and cotton; and 
those two account, of course, for $1,316 
million of losses. this . last year. Those 
two commodities account for 48 percent 
of tl+e losses of our ~upport program, and 
they are in the worst trouble. Cattle 
:receive no supports, yet they are selling 
at 5-year high. Hog gr~wers receive no 
supports, yet prices are 20 to 22 cents. 
Rigid supports nearly ruined the potato 
industry. The industry is having one 
of its best years in history now that it 
bas shaken off Government shackles. 

Instead of giving $350 million to help 
the two-fifths of the farmers in Amer
ica, the large ones who are best off, it 
should be given to the 50 percent who 
produce only 9 percent of the commodi
ties and would be helped very little by 
Senate Resolution 162. This is a case 
where the Swiss cheese has all the ven
tilation but the limburger needs it. This 
will not help much where its advocates 
assume it will help most. We ought to 
give this $350 million to the gent~e~an 
from New York [Mr. · ANFUsoJ, for his 
food stamp plan; that would really help 
the people who need it. It would provide 
the unemployed with food. They would 
eat up the price-depressing surpluses and 
save the farmers' markets. Senate Reso
lution 162 would ruin further these mar
kets and put him in still worse position. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr . . JOHNSON]. . 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
support Senate Resolution 162 as 
amended to stay any reduction in sup
port prices or acreage allotments for ;t 
year so that Congress c~n make appro
priate changes in the price support and 
acreage allotment laws. . 

·Because-of the importance of this leg
islation to the economy of the State of 
Wisconsin and to other dairy States I 
am anxious to make known my support. 
I also wish to call to the attention of my 
colleagues from city areas figures which 
indicate tha.t administration promises o,f 
price reductions in milk if the proposed 
April 1 cut in dairy supports is put into 
'effect probably will not be fulfilled for 
iori.g' if they take place at all. 
- Frankly I am not happy to be placed 
·in the rather negative position of being 
against something. I would much rath-
er be here in support of legislation which 
would be of positive value to farmers 
arid other citizens. It is pretty difficult 
f'or a ·Representative from a farm district 
who has always believed in full parity 
for farmers, and still does, to be actively 
engaged in defense of a fraction of full 
parity. Yet it is a.n accurate if sad re
flection on the state of affairs of the Na
tion's. farmers today to report that fight-
ing for 82% percent of parity for milk 
with an administration that has asked 
for power to lower it to · 60 percent of 
parity is the only realistic approach. 

As farm prices -have been progres
sively battered down from year to year, 
food chains and processors have fared 
better and better. · 

Late last year the Secretary of Agri
culture announced plans to cut dairy 
price supports to 75 percent of parity 
and it has been estimated that the cut 
will reduce dairy farm incomes by from 

$200 million to $250 million. In my own 
State of Wisconsin the cut would take 
from $40 million to $48 million in in
come from dairy farmers. Also, it is 
estimated that this cut -which will cost 
the dairy farmers $250 million might 
save the Commodity Credit Corporation 
about $15 million in money expended 
for purchases of dairy products. I know 
of no easier way to get $250 million in 
purchasing power than by spending this 
extra $15 million to raise the income of 
our dairy farmers. 

While the Nation's dairy farmers have 
been engaged in a desperate struggle to 
hold the line against that cut, the value 
of shares of stock in dairy products 
processing firms has increased by 20.4 
percent, according to . the .U. S. News & 
World Report for March 21, 1958. 

Similar increases in stock value be
tween late 1957 and mid-March 1958 
were reported for other food processors 
and chains as follows by that maga
zine: Meat packing, 22.6 percent; bis
cuit bakers, 22.3 percent; food chains, 
21.8 percent; and packaged foods, 21.7 
percent. 
· The magazine explains this popularity 
of processors' stock by reporting: 

In recessions, food companies fare better 
than most other industries because food 
budgets are the last to suffer when family 
incomes shrink. 

The Agriculture Department supports 
its proposed dairy slash with an appeal 
to the consumer intimating that lower 
prices will result. I believe that reduc
tion in prices to consumers and in the 
total production of milk will not accrue 
and be maintained if the proposed cut 
·goes into effect. 

I also strongly believe that the reduc
tion of farmer purchasing power such a 
'cut would bring would be a further 
crippling blow to dairy farmers and the 
rural communities and urban industries 
·which rely upon their trade. 

If the Secretary of Agriculture would 
take a close look at the figures from his 
own Department he would discover that 
'history does not bear out the supposition 
that reduced retail prices for fluid milk 
will result from a reduction in manufac
turing milk and · butterfat price support 
levels. · 

U he had checked, he would have 
found out that wh~n he reduced the sup
port level from 90 percent to 75 percent 
of parity in April 1954, the retail price 
in that month was 22.5 cents per quart, 
as compared to 23.3 cents for the March 
preceding and to note that this reduc· 
tion was largely seasonal. By December 
1954, retail prices had climbed to 23.4 
cents per quart, higher than they were 
before the 59 cents per hundredweight 
reduction was made in support prices. 

No changes w·ere made in .support 
prices until they were raised to $3.25 
per hundredweight on April 1, 1956, an 
increase of ·10 cents per· hundredweight. 
During 1955, when price supports were 
unchanged, retail prices averaged 23.1 
cents per quart, one-tenth cent higher 
than the preceding year. In 1956, re
tail prices averaged 24.1 cents per 
quart-a cent higher-or roughly 46 
cents per hundredweight higher, with 
only a 10-cent increase per hundred· 

weight in the support price for 9 months 
of the year. During 1957, retail prices 
averaged abo~t 24.5 cents · per quart, 
with, no change in price_ supports. Thus 
we s.ee that changes in price support 
levels for manufacturing .milk are not 
automatically followed by like changes 
in the retail price of milk in the cities. 

As far as the reduction in manufac
turing milk and butterfat support levels 
announced for April 1 is concerned, I 
think it is quite improbable that any 
reduction in retail prices would result. 

But I am especially disturbed that 
remarks the Secretary of Agriculture has 
been making, apparently designed to at
tract the support of city residents for 
.his reduction in the dairy support price 
level, c~nnot be sustained by demon
strable facts. . ~uch remarks, unsup
ported by facts, do serious harm to the 
dairy industry as a whole and to dairy 
farmers in particula1·. 

Farmers are consumers, too, the Sec
retary should be told. Would that they 
could share in some of the attention he 
devotes to city residents as consumers. 
There is an increasing amount of mail 
to my office from chambers of commerce, 
businessmen, and_ bankers in rural 
America testifying to the fact that wh.at 
hurts the farmer hurts them. Why? 
BeGause the farmer as a consumer has 
not been buying as _much in' the last few 
years as he did previously. '!:here is an 
interdependence of the city worker and 
the rur_al American in small. towns and 
p:q. the· farms. which cannot be escaped. 
When one segment is weakened econom
ically, the other will sooner or later be 
adverseiy affected. · 

It is interesting to note tl+at stocks 
on hand are not cited by tJ:le Depart
ment of Agriculture as one of the rea
sons for the impending cut. This should 
be brought out, however, because it 
shows that the Department has been 
steadily increasing its ability to move 
the surplus. The fact of the matter is 
that the Commodity Credit Corporation 
owned or had under contract to pur
-chase more dairy products on April 30, 
1956, .the month dairy price supports 
were last increased, than on November 
30, 1957, the eve of Secretary of Agri
culture Benson's announcement that the 
support price would be reduced April 1, 
1958. 
Commodi ty Credit Cor poration inventori es 

[In pounds] 

Butter oil ___ ____ ____ _____ _ 

.Butter_ --·------·-· ----•-
Cheese . •. _ --·--•••••• --- __ 
Dried milk __ _____________ _ 
Under con tract to pur-

chase: 
Butter_ --------------
Cheese __ --- ----- ------
Dried milk·-· - -- ~--- --

' Apr. 30, 1956 N ov. 30, 1957 
Oast parity (before parity 
increase) cut) 

9, 431,498 --- - - - --
74,962,408 -83. 882; 64Q 

286, 556, 658 246, 881, 307 
178, 524, 100 157, 164, 525 

14,777,127 
13, 048, 303 
97, 673,900 

2, 460,364 
10,683,168 
66, 272, 141 

There is not much chance that our 
disposition outlets for this year will be 
less than last year. And it is readily 
apparent that if unemployment con
tinues to grow there may be further need 
for larger quantities to be used in relief 
channels in this country. 
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There is not the slightest doubt in my 

mind that the cut in supports, if carried 
through, will serve as a cruel stimulant 
to greater production instead of provid
ing less incentive to excessive production 
as the Secretary declares. Scores of 
letters from dairy farmers and plant 
managers in Wisconsin and the Midwest 
bear me out in this statement. Farmers' 
overhead costs must be met. I am per
sonally convinced that the Government 

. may pay out as much in increased pur
chases as it saves in support cuts if 
this action is carried out. Not shown is 
the dreadful human cost in longer hours 
worked, fewer necessities purchased, and 
reduced land and building maintenance 
this cut will bring to the d_airy farmer. 

I support this resolution which affects 
commodities in addition to dairy prod
ucts because I recognize the fact that 
the interests of other farmers are inter
related with those of the dairy farmer. 
Both as producers of food and fiber, and 
as consumers of manufactured goods, 
the Nation's farmers are much more 
important than the 12 percent of the 
population they are numerically. It is 
high time that farmers looked beyond 
the limits of their own commodity group 
to discover and attempt to understand 
the goals of others close to the soil. 

There have been repeated attempts to 
divorce the dairy farmer from the across- · 
the-board freeze resolution we are con
sidering here today. I am more than a 
little puzzled by the logic involved. 

I am happy to support an across-the- . 
board freeze which includes farm com
modities in addition to dairy products. 
Dairying has the best chance of favor
able attention as part of an overall bill. 
The administration has already shown 
what ·it would do to a separate dairy 
fi·eeze through its failure to rescind the 
cut ordered last December. 
. Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman, 

I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the g-entleman from Mis
souri? 

· There was no objection. 
·Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman, 

this resolution should pass the House 
without a dissenting vote. Those Rep~ 
resentatitves from agricultural districts 
should support this resolution because 
its adoption will prevent Ezra T. Benson 
from going further with his program 
of destroying family-type agriculture in 
the United States. · 

· Those from the urban sections should 
support this measlJ,re because it wUI help 
to keep the farmers who are yet on the 
farm from being forced off the farms and 
into the cities. The cities now have 5 
million more workers than they have 
employment for and are in no condition 
to absorb an additional in:fiux of farm 
people that will be driven to them if 
Benson's shortsighted farm policies are 
not checked. 

The present rece$sion is the direct re
sult of lowering the buying power of the 
American farmer. The farmer produces 
more than 60 percent of all the new 
wealth in the United States each year, 
and at present is receiving only 80 per
cent of parity for his products. 

Remember that parity means simply 
equality of purchasing power. Remem
ber also that the farmer uses more steel 
than the automobile and truck manufac
turers, more petroleum products than all 
the railroads, and more rubber. than the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. But in 
order to remain so good a customer of 
labor and industry they must have this 
equality of purchasing power or they will 
be forced to drastically curtail their 
purchases . 

Since 1952, the farmer has been under
paid an average of $6 billion gross each 
year for his food and fiber, and because 
every dollar paid for food and fiber and 
other raw materials is translated into 
$8 of national product, it becomes evi
dent that the national product over the 
5 -year period beginning in 1952 would 
nave been $240 billion greater h ad the 
farmei·s received a parity price for the 
raw materials ·he produced. 

The $30 billion underpayment to agri
culture during the past 5 years is the 
direct cause of the present recession. 
That $30 billion can never be restored to 
agriculture. Neither can the $240 billion 
loss to the national economy be restored. 
The Federal Treasury over that same 5 
years lost 18 percent of the $240 billion 
and that can never be restored either. 
· So it · is , apparent that under the 

Eisenhower-Benson regime for agricul
ture, the farmer loses, the national 
economy loses, the Federal Treasury 
loses, and the cost of living goes ever 
up and up. 

All this resolution will do is to peg price 
supports and acreage allotments for 1958 
where they were in 195-7. The American 
farmer will still have to suffer another 
loss of $6 billion during 1958, but this 
resolution will prevent Benson from 
making that loss $~.5 billion greater. 

. An amendment will no doubt be offered 
to strike everything out of this rewlution 
except dairy products. That amendment 
should be defeated. That is an old 
technique of dividing agriculture into 
opposing segments on a commodity by 
commodity basis. 

When agriculture is prostrat_e, labor is 
unemployed, bankruptcies and business 
failures rise-then recessions become de
pressions. Let us pass this resolution 
today and then bend every energy to the 
task of raising farm prices to 100 percent 
of parity because only by so doing can we 
provide incomes and homes for our con
tinually expanding population. 

Mr. Chairman, the American farmer 
is being bankrupted. As a class, he is 
not lolling in the lap of luxury. Re
cently the Farmers Union conducted an 
extensive survey in the States of Wis
consin, Minnesota, the Dakotas, and 
Montana. Wisconsin is the greatest dairy 
'State in the Union, with 180,000 farm 
homes, reports the Department of Agri
culture. Farmers Union survey of those 
homes indicated, according to the Feb
ruary 1958 issue, that 55,800 of these 
homes do not have bathtubs, 55,800 do 
not have TV, 41,200 do not have tele
phones, 54,000 do not have inside toilets, 
88,200 do not have furnaces, 44,200 do 
not have running water, and 79,200 do 
not ha. ve deep freezes. 

What a tremendous unsatisfied de
mand for the products of labor am:: in-

dustry right there in that great dairy 
State. Do you gentlemen from Wiscon
sin believe that the way to put these 
conveniences in these farm homes is to 
further reduce the price of milk? Do 
you believe that the Eisenhower-Benson 
recommendation to lower dairy support 
to 75 percent and eventually ·on down to 
60 percent will put more bathtubs, tel
ephones, running water, and furnaces 
in Wisconsin homes? ' 

In closing let me remind my friends 
from the big cities that lower farm 
prices under Eisenhower and Benson has 
:qJ.eant higher food · prices for you, and 
also remind you that when you cut the 
farmer's throat you cut your own. 

Mr. HILL. · Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa. 
[Mr. HOEVEN]. 
. Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I cer

tainly am not happy at the turn of events 
which brings this resolution to our at
tention at this time. 
. I am one ·of those who sincerely feels · 

that an omnibus bill approach is the only 
answer to our problem. It was my un- · 
derstanding, and I think there was com- · 
mittee agreement, that all matters re
lating to price supports should be con
sidered-in one omnibus bill. · Hence the · 
reporting of this resolution is rather a · 
breach of that agreement; to say the 
least. 

What happened in the Committee on 
Agriculture in reporting out the resolu- · 
tion is beside the point. Let me emph~- · 
size, however, that the original resolu:.. 
tion as it came to the House committee 
from the Senate did not even provide for · 
a termination date. In fact, the Senate 
resolution provided for a stay · on any 
reduction in support prices or acreage 
allotments· until Congress could make 
appropriate changes in the price support · 
and acreage allotment loss. This might 
be for several weeks, months, years, or · 
even forever. The Republican members 
of the House Committee on Agriculture 
insisted that a fixed termination date be · 
incorporated in the resolution and, as a 
net result of our efforts, the legislation 
before you is now limited to 1 year as 
far as price supports are concerned ,and · 
to 2 years as far as acreage allotments 
are. concerned. It is the best we could 
do under the most adverse and trying 
circumstances. Perhaps we may have 
the credit of having won a dubious moral 
victory. After the · original resolution 
passed the Senate only a few days ago, 
newspaper accounts quote Senator EL
LENDER, chairman of the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, as 
saying that the resolution would likely 
be vetoed by the President of the United 
States. This clearly shows that political 
expediency was the main consideration 
in rushing the resolution through the 
Senate. The same applies to the situ
ation as it presents itself in our con
sideration of the legislation today. No 
hearings were held on the resolution in 
the Senate. No hearings were held by 
the House Committee on Agriculture. 
The whole procedure reminds one of. the 
early days of the New Deal when legis-
lation was rushed through Congress 
without bills even being printed. 

To show you how moot this question 
really is, please remember that even ,if 

: 
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the resolution is vetoed and the veto 
sustained, · we will only revert back to 
the present law pertaining to price sup .. ~ 
ports. If the resolution fails, the Secre
tary can still operate under the flexible 
processes of the law by fixing price sup
port from 75 to 90 percent of parity. 
Thus the failure of the resolution in the 
last analysis will take nothing a way nor 
add anything to -the authority the Secre
tary already has in this regard. All the 
resolution will do is to freeze the price 
supports at the 1957 level as already · 
established and fixed by the Secretary . 
of Agriculture under the present law. 
If the resolution does not become law, 
the Secretary can still lower or raise 
price supports between 75 and 90 percent 
of parity as heretofore. He can even 
raise price supports over and above the . 
figure fixed for 1957 up to 90 percent of 
parity if in his discretion he decides to 
do so. • 

I assume the House will approve the 
resolution now before us. Thereafter, 
the resolution will go to conference 
where the House limitation amendment · 
will very probably be accepted. After 
approval of the conference report in both 
Houses, the resolution will go to the 
White House and, unless I · am entirely 
mistaken, a prompt veto will be forth
coming. In view of the Jact that. the 
Senate acted first on the resolution, the . 
Senate will act first in overriding the 
veto. Judging· from the record vote on · 
the passage of the original .resolution in 
the Senate, a veto cannot be overridden 
and, hence, will be sustained. I doubt 
very' much if our Demooratic friends will 
shed many tears if that happ~ns. 
· I think -that those of us from agricul

tural districts should stop; look, and 
listen. The way this legislation is being 
1·ushed through Congress may w'ell spell 
the doom to general farm legislation 
dealing with price supports and acreage 
allotments of any kind at this session of 
the Congress. This may · be the only 
opportunity we will have to vote on a 
general farm bill this year. 

Regardless of the political implica
tions involved, there is some justification 
for voting for the resolution. We all 
know that the farmer is in a tight price-

. cost squeeze. He has -nothing to say 
about fixing the price of the products 
which he offers for sale in the market 
place. Still he has to ·pay sky-high 
prices for everything he has to buy. The 
so-called recession is affecting him just 
as much as the other segments of our 
economy. 

To combat .the so-called recession, we 
are falling all over ourselves stepping up 
programs involving the expenditure of 
large sums of money in order to put 
people to work. We are setting up crash 
programs for a new and expanded high
way system, we are rushing public works 
programs for more hospitals, Federal 
buildings, flood control, and other items 
which are all to the good. Soon we will 
have legislation to increase unemploy
ment benefits and to . extend the period 
for unemployment benefit payments. 
We are stepping up programs for hous
ing, both public and private, and are 
reducing interest rates for borrowers. 
In short, we will have increased pro
grams and increased spending for every 

segment of our economy except agricul
ture. It looks as if the American farmer ' 
is the fellow who is going to be left hold
ing the sack. 

When all is said and done, agriculture 
is still the Nation's basic industry. 
Every segment of our economy depends · 
upon the welfare and prosperity of the 
American farmer. Whenever his pur- · 
chasing power declines, it has its imme
diate effect in every hamlet, village, town 
and city in America. 
· I deeply regret the fact that the 

Americ.an farmer, through the medium 
of the resolution now before us, is once 
more the victim of political maneuvering. 
In my judgment, the farm problem will 
never be solved as long as agriculture 
remains a political football. 
. Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

5 minutes to the gentleman from South 
Dakota [Mr. McGoVERNl. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, the 
predicament of the farmer has been am
ply documented here on the floor of the 
House many times, and I am not going to · 
labor that point any further. But we . 
are now being reminded that a farm de
pression has consequences that run far 
beyond the farm homes of the United 
States. At ·this moment more than 5 
million Americans are unemployed. Is 
it not reasonable to assume that a major 
factor behind this unemployment is the 
falling purchasing power of millions of 
farm families? It seems to me, as the 
gentleman from North Dakota, my sister 
State, pointed out here a few minutes 
ago, this is a lesson that' should have 
been learned during the 1920's. For 8 
y'ears, at least, prior to the crash in 1929 
the farmers of this Nation were caught 
in a severe economic pinch. Many peo
ple ignored the plight of -agriculture in 
the decade of the twenties because of 
the prosperity that the rest of the econ
omy was enjoying. But the loss of pur
chasing power in rural America took its 
toll as a major contribution to the dis
astrous collapse of our econOJ:?:lY in 1929. 

For the last 7 years farm purchasing · 
power has been in decline. Farmers 
have been forced to cancel plans for new 
tractors, new automobiles, ·new refriger
ators, washing machines, building re
pairs, college education for their chil
dren, and other items that they would 
buy had their purchasing power not been 
destroyed by inadequate farm price pro
tection. 

It seems to me that it should not take 
an economist to relate this unhappy sit
uation in agriculture to some of the un
employment problems that face us across 
the country. 

There has been some concern ex
pressed here today about the relation
ship to the consumer of this effort to 
maintain the farm price.s at their pres
ent level; that is, tpe effect it will have 
on consumer prices in the cities. The 
fact remains that since 1951 we have had 
a drop in farm prices of approximately 
19 percent based on the 1951 level, but 
instead of that benefiting the consumer 
in the form of lower prices in the grocery 
stores, prices have gone up on food some 
3 percent since 1951. 

Only a few years ago milk, for ex
ample, was selling at 19 cents a 9,uart to 
city consumers when the farmer was 

protected at the 90 percent price level. 
Now we are under an 82 percent price 
protection for the farmer and the price 
of milk to the city consumer has gone up 
to around 24 cents a · quart. One of the 
reasons I am afraid of any further cut 
in 'milk prices to the farmer is that I 
have to buy 5 quarts of milk every day 
to feed my family and based on past 
experience I am convinced that if we cut 
the price of milk to the farmer it would 
go up to the consumer again. ·We have 
seen ample evidence of that in the past. 
It was also suggested today that the .. 
farmers themselves would · like to do 
away with price protection of all kinds 
if they were given the opportunity to 
increase production. Recently in the 
State of South Dakota, which I represent 
in the Congress, a poll was conducted by 
three of the largest newspapers in our 
State on that very question, and farmers 
were given an opportunity to state their 
views on this possibility of doing away 
with acreage controls or at least having a 
great reduction in those controls with 
lower .. price supports; 75 percent of . 
them voted against . that proposal. As 
far as the current administration pro
posal is concerned to establish price 
support in a range of 60 percent to 90 
percent, the farmers of my State who 
responded to this poll to which I have 
referred rejected that . proposal by a 
margin of 87 percent to 13 percent. So 
at least · as far as the State of South 
Dakota is concerned, and I think it is a . 
representative rural State, the farmers 
have made it very clear that they .prefer 
price protection of some kind even 
though it means a reduction: in ;:tcreage 
or production. I urge the adoption of . 
this temporary hold-the-line legislatiop 
and I hope that we will then m.ove on to 
a permanent, comprehensive farm pro
gram. 

Mr. EDMONDSON·. Mr. Chairman, 
will· the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I · 
want to commend the gentleman from 
South Dakota on the splendid statement 
which -he has made and on the fight 
which he has made for the farmers of 
his State since coming to the House of 
Representatives. I think the gentle
man's analysis of the conditions in his 
State is ·pretty close to being on all fours 
with the condition in the State of Okla
homa. Our Oklahoma farmers cannot 
afford any further ·cuts in farm prices , 
any more than the farmers of South Da
kota can. I certainly .want to join the 
gentleman in support of this resolution. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mon
tana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDERSON of -Montana. Mr. 

Chairman, I commend the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. McGovERN] for 
the very thoughtful and very construc
tive remarks he has made. The gentle- · 
man is doing a real job of representing 
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the people of South Dakota and ad
vancing, here in the Halls of Congress, 
programs of benefit to his constituents. 
I wish to ·associate myself with his re
marks and with those of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT]. 

My State of Montana faces a very real 
disaster if the Secretary of Agriculture 
is permitted ·to cut support prices for 
wheat by 22 cents a bushel, as he has 
proposed. I introduced a bill at the 
start of this session that would force the 
Secretary to support the 1958 crop at the 
1957 levels. I am happy that those pro
visions have been incorporated in the bill 
now before us and I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. 

Depressions are farm led and farm fed. 
The depression now reaching into our 
towns and cities started several years ago 
on America's farms. Mr. Benson has 
played a major role in driving down farm 
prices, depressing the agricultural econ
omy and feeding the first of an all-con
suming general depression. 

The Big Three are making no cut in 
automobile prices, even though the public 
is only willing to buy half their capacity 
at present prices, and even though they 
m:;~ode the highest profits in history lr',st 
year. Big steel is making no reduction 
in prices of steel, even though the econ
omy is only able to take .52 percent of 
their capacity at present high prices; 
even though they, too, made record prof
its last year by selling less goods for 
more money. 

This bill ·cannot help the farmer much 
but it will prevent running him through 
Benson's wringer again. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas [Mr. GATHINGS]. . 
Mr~ GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, this 

legislation is desirable. This legislation 
should be enacted. 

Mr. Chairman, cotton has been men
tioned quite a lot in this debate. So far 
as this freeze resolution applies on the 
matter of price supports on cotton is con
cerned the legislation says that the level 
of supports ·shall not go lower than the · 
1957 support price. But due to the esca- · 
lator provisions of the cotton law, the 
price for the 1958 crop has ·advanced 2 · 
cents a pound. 

It will have, however, a good advan
tage to the cotton farmer in this re
spect, and that is on the matter of acre
age. The acreage this joint resolution 
would freeze would be 17,391,000 acres. 
If no action is taken by the Congress that 
national acreage would be cut back to 
some 13,600,000 acres, or a reduction of 
better than 20 percent. So that is the 
only thing in this resolution that affects 
the cotton farmer, which he is greatly 
concerned about. He would not want to 
take the 20-percent cutback in his acre
age next year, especially since he has 
taken a reduction of 40 percent in acre
age in recent years. 

The National Cotton Council came be
fore our Subcommittee on Cotton, and 
before the full Committee on Agriculture, 
urging that something be <lone in 1958 
about the shortage of quality cotton. 
,.\n amendment was presented recently· 
on the floor of the United States Senate 
to increase the cotton agreage in '1958 
by 30 percent. It was shown that the:re 

was a real need for that increase because 
of the fact that in 1957 heavy rains came 
and poured down on that cotton during 
the growing season and harvest season 
and lowered the grade. It came up 
with spotted cotton and a low grade 
and quality of cotton resulted. In 1957 
the growing season was shorter than 
usual in the mid-South area due to an 
early frost and. a cooler spring. There 
was 30 days less in the growing season. 
In an average year about 72 percent of 
the crop production is quality cotton. 
In 1957 only about 60 percent of the 
total crop was high-quality cotton. So 
instead of producing for the market the 
average 72 percent, which amounted to 
about 9,100,000 bales of quality cotton in 
1956, instead of having 9,100,000 bales 
there was a reduction in production last 
year and only 6,600,000 bales of quality 
cotton was made available. . 

Another thing, rayon and other syn
thetics have been encroaching on the 
cotton farmer's market for many, many 
years. In 1940, the equivalent in cotton 
bales. of rayon and other synthetic pro
duction amounted to 6,674,000 bales. In 
1949, that had risen to 8,181,000. In 1956, 
17,338,000 equivalent cotton bales in 
various manmade fibers were sold. So 
the cotton farmer' does face quite a tough 
situation. He should not be cut back-in 
his acreage at a · time when more good 
cotton is neEded to meet the needs of 
the cotton trade. I hope that this reso
lution will be approved. 
~.r. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield " 

4 minutes to the gentleman from 'iowa 
[Mr. JENSEN]. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. JENSEN. I yielq to the gentleman 
from South Dakota. 

·Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent .to extend my .remarks 
following the remarks of the gentleman 
from 'Iowa. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Dakota? 

There was nq objection . . 
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am 

especially glad to yield to the gentle
man from South Dakota because he has 
been a constant fighter for the welfare 
o.f the farmer since he came to the House 
of Representatives. 

Mr. BERRY. I thank the gentleman . . 
Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? · 
Mr. JENSEN. I yield. 
Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, when the 

Congress adopted flexible price supports 
for agricultural commodities, it was 
recognized as a practical means of 
stabilizing agriculture by reducing the 
temptation to overproduce. By limiting ~ 
acreage plantings and reducing the sup
port prices by easy stages, production of 
basics has been materially reduced, but 
farmers have not only increased output 
per acre but they have converted their 
spare acres to the production of com .. 
peting crops which, when substituted for 
basic feed crops, have prevented the 
reduction of Government-stored basics. 

Dairy farmers, although their support 
prices were reduced under the flexible
support principle, have concentrated on 
greater production in the hope of main-

taining their former levels of income. 
In fact, any way we view our experiences 
during the period of mandatory supports 
for agricultural commpdities, most of 
the problems remain unsolved. 

While legislation has served to favor 
some farmers, especially . the big com
mercial basic-crop growers, it has done 
little to favor the family-size farmer who 
is often handicapped by regulations that 
prevent him from utilizing his own 
farmland to his own advantage. The 
farmer who feeds livestock or poultry is 
at a .decided disadvantage when he is 
compellE>d to pay prices for feed based 
upon the prevailing prices of the basic 
commodity from which it is processed. 

In my own State, tobacco is supported 
at 90 percent of parity because_it is a 
product especially adapted · to supports. 
It can be safely stored for a normal 
period of time without spoilage. This 
program has been highly successful be
cause of the willingness of growers to 
reduce acreage plantings in keeping with 
demands. No other price-supported 
commodity can qualify as does tobacco. 

While dairy farmers have uniformly 
prospered under price supports, certain 
marketing regulations prescribed by the 
Department of Agriculture have sub
jected producers in certain areas to in
equities. The practice of arbitrarily fix
ing prices for milk on an area basis af
fords distributors certain , advantages 
unfair to both producers and consumers. 
. Existing farm 'legislation is far from 

satisfactory. Each time farm laws are 
revised there arises added ' confusion and 
dissatisfaction. -To pass this bill with 
the hope · of later enacting farm legisla
tion that will solve existing problems 
has little or no promise. · If we agree that 
price-support legislation ·has failed and. · 
adjustments are possible through con
tinuing the flexible principles of price 
. supports, I can see no good reason to 
freeze price supports at the present level. -

Mr; JENSEN . . Mr. Chairman, I ani 
supporting this bill for the same reason · 
I have always supported 90 percent of 
parity on basic farm products. If the 
farmer's dollar had been worth 100 
cents in purchasing power for these -past 
5 years, we would not find it necessary 
to even think about such legislation such 
as this House passed yesterday which in 
effect ordered the President to spend 
money faster by -the billions of dollars, . 
because the farmer, when his dollar is 
worth 100 cents in purchasing power, 
buys over twice as much manufactured · 
goods as the rest of us do in an average 
year, year in and year out. Is it any 
wonder we have over 5 million people 
unemployed today in business and fac- 
tories, especially in the farm implement 
plants, since the. farmers' dollar is only 
worth ·s2 cents in purchasing power. 
Anyone who is opposed to stabilizing the 
farm income, on the 1957 level, has given 
little thought to our economic problems. 
which. stems from our low. farm income. 
For example, total farming ·in Iowa has 
fallen 30.percent during the past 5 years. 
Grain prices today are about 70 percent 
of parity and corn is far below that on 
the open market. So, my friends, we· 
had best do something to safeguard 
these great buyers of the manufactured 
products that the people in every area of 
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the United States manufacture. If w~ represents the smallest net income of ployed lived 6 or 8 years ago, the fact 
could put the farmers' dollar up to 100 · farmers since 1942 and -3-5 percent of that farm jobs have disappeared now 
percent· of parity, we would stop this this was earned off the farm. To make means tb,at th~re are around 2 million 
recession in its track now-and I do matters worse, this decline has happened more industrial workers looking for jobs 
not like to say "I told you so.'' But, let at a time when the general level of all than would be the case if these people 
me read· to you a few of the remarks I prices was going up. With his income were still on the farm. 
niade on May 12, 1954, almost 4 years going down the farmer has had to pay Many of us have not wanted to look 
ago when this House was considering a more for everything he has had to buy. at the farm picture too carefully. Many 
bfll to change 90 percent supports to Farmers have historically provided the of us have thought we didn't have to 
:fiexibles. Here is what I said in part, largest single market l.n the United look at the farm picture; that we could 
and I support this bill today for the States for steel. With a fifth of our sweep it under the rug; but beginning 
same reasons: farm buying power down the drain, is it right now I have a feeling that many 

Mr. Speaker, my reason for supporting any wonder that steel mills have had to of our citizens who have nothing but 
90 percent of parity for basic storable farm cut back their production? Farm fami- time on their hands will be looking .at 
crops-corn, wheat, cotton, tobacco, pea- lies have in the past purchased about 10 this farm picture and will be wondering. 
nuts and rice-are as follows: percent of our automobile output and why our Government has not tried to 

Because our farmers are entitled to a have accounted for about 18 percent of keep as many farmers on the farm as 
dollar which will purchase 100 cent!'\ worth OlJ.r clothing sales. Of course, farmers possible. Of course, Congress has tried 
of man:ufac-tured goods produced by higher - have consumed· a much larger percent of to do that very thing, although in .this 
and. higher labor costs. implements, tractor fuels and other pro- effort it has not had the entire support 

Now listen to this: ductive supplies. It was not until farm of everyone else, either in or out of the 
Because the proposed flexible price sup- buying power broke down that the mer- Government. 

port formula would within the next 3 years ry-go-round ' stopped in 1929. · Today The fact remains that farm prices 
reduce the price of ·a bushel of corn, for ex- farm buying power is all but gone again have moved steadily downward and it is 
ample, at least 30 cents per but?hel and all and the little strength that is left is clear that farm prices are not now suffi- . 
other products in proportion. ebbing fast. cient to maintain the degree of farm 

· And corn has gone down more than Undoubtedly we need programs of buying power needed to keep our indus- · 
30 cents per bushel since the day the public works for the more than 5 million try healthy. It is undisputed that farm 
congress passed the flexible parity act. - unemployed of this land. Undoubtedly prices have been so low that this year 
I also said that the flexible parity pro~ these unemployed must have immediate · alone 2 million farm people left the 
gram would reduc·e farm income by $4 assistance to secure the necessities of farms for the cities of the United States. 
billion---.:and it :has exceeded that. You life. I am for antidepre.ssion activities Many of our people are just beginning 

.can talk until doomsday about this flex- but these work programs an(l_ tax-reduc- to understand that thi~ is hurting every
ible support pro-gram and claim that tion programs can do nothing more than body. 
it will cure the :farm problem. ·What is maintain a sagging economy. They do --The bill before us today will not in
the record? ~ It has piled surplus on top' not strike at ·the causes of our industrial crease farm buying pow~r; . it will not of surplus . . , · · .decline. raise farm ·prices; it will not increase _ 

com:modity _credit._ corporation has Wh~ do we _have unem-ployed today?. the volume of production. It will, how-
plied up commodities ~to the end that 4

• We thmk ~f this unemployme?t problem ever, keep the farmer from slipping .a · 
the · had $4.740,000,000 worth ·more jn as one for mdustry alone. It IS true that !i~~le furth~r down the ladder of despair 
t' Y J . 1 1958 th th· J most of these unemployed were a few mto the mire qf the bankruptcy court. 
~ o~a~~ on. anuaiy st~ll u h ~~ m:~ months ago working in factories in our · It will si~ply hold _the supports on fa~ 
. a h" _hyealrs ag?· th 1 F ~0 1 aG big cities but the immediate cause of commodities as high as they were ·m 
In ~g· ~aces m ~ e ert~ ove~n- much of' this unemployment--now re- . 1957. No support price is raised; no 
:~l~n~ I~ou 0~~~e~he a~ex~~:rsup~g~tu~r~: fle.cted. in a s~owdown. of sales of indus- acreage al~otment is increased. ';['his bill 

-. "II" d · · · 1 Th t · . trial goods--lies first m the lack of farm does nothmg more than say that we are 
g~am Wl -re uce surp uses. a IS pure buying power, then the lack of buying going to put a scotch behind farm in-
h,ogwash ~s the record pro~~s. . poweJ; in the ha~ds of the unemployed come or at least behind farm price sup-

: Mr., POA~E. Mr. Chan man, I yield themselves. The thing . snowballs and . ports and acreage allotments and see 
myself 5 Il_llllUtes.. . becomes more seriOUS With each layoff that they are . not further decreased.· 

Mr. Chai~man, m order that I may ~ot of workers. But where did these work- What does all this mean in the . lan-
say somethmg that I would regret saymg ers come from? They are in large part guage of the industrial worker? · It _ 
I shall try _to confine myself to my no_tes. the very people who have so ofteri •been simply means that we are not going to 
. : Mr. Chairman, the presen~ depressiOn, characterized as the "inefficient.'' In cut the farmer's wages any further. It 
JUSt .exactly ~s ~he depressiOn of 1~29, truth, they were just small farmers-the does not give the farmer any greater 
had Its roots m madequate farm buymg kind who built this Nation. Just last wage per hour and it does not give him 
power. The history of the. last 5 or 6 week the Department of Agriculture re- an opportunity to get paid for any more 
years closely_ parallels the history of the leased figures to show that within the hours of work per week. It just main
years p:ecedmg 192_9. !J'hen, as now, we · past 10 years there has been a reduction · tains his ·present unfortunate and un
~a~ enJo~ed a penod · of general pros- of 30 percent in the number of farm · satisfBICtory condition. Again, -trying to 
penty, high wages, full employment, workers in this country. Just 10 years explain this farm situation in• industrial 
liberal profits, substantial urban con- ago last month we had 7,678,000 persons terms, we can say that cotton and wheat ~ 
structio.~. and_ an -a,.ctive stock market. employed on our farms. In February farmers are, through acreage controls, 
In all of these respec~ the past 5 _or 6 1958 we had ·5,439,000 persons working already reduced to a, 3%-day work
years have almost duplicated the middle on farms. This decline in farm employ- week-at least that is all they can get 
and late twent!es. ment is equal to approximately 40 per- paid for. Of· course, they must stiil put 

Nor is this the only similarity between cent of the total unemployment now re- in 6 or even 7 days per week, but since 
the eras. From 1922 to 1929 farm prices ported in the United States. their acreage has been reduced by a full 
worked steadily downward. The same Of course, I understand that the re- one-third they find their total pay re
has occurred in recent _years and with ported figures are for nonfarm workers, quced just as does the worker· whose 
the same results. Unnoticed at first, but the catch is that ·many of these peo- workweek has . been reduced. Some of 
!arm buying power has been so restricted pie who have been literally ·driven from those who are working in American fac- . 
that from year to year industry has been their farms by the harsh whip of : low tories are now having to take compa
Iosing that extra sales volume which was prices have moved to town. They have rable cuts in their hours of work, but 
needed to sustain the high level of pro- become a part of the industrial labor }low would that industrial worker feel if 
duction ·to ·which it was geared. Within force and now when . that labor force is in addition to losing a day and two-
5 years farmers' -net income, which cer- cut back the statistics do not show thirds out of each 5-day week his hourly 
tainly represents the total of farmers' wh~ther or not the man now out of a wage were set at 80 percent-of the figure 
wages as well as return on investment, job was recently driven f~:om the. farm by that had previously been agreed on as a 
dropped 19 percent .from $14,256,000,000 continued low prices for his products. fair wage? That is what has happened 
in 1952 to $11,532,000,000 in 1957. This B:ut r~gardless . of wl).~_re these unem- to those farmers. 
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Parity comes as near to measuring fair 

p1ices for farm products as any formula 
yet devised. It averaged just over 80 
percent for all farm products last year. 
Th81t is four-fifths of a fair price on the 
production of about two-thirds ·of the 
farm.ers' normal acres, or four-fifths of a 
fair wage for . two-thirds of the week. 
Most industrial workers would strike be
fore they would accept such an agree
ment. Yet, we as spokesmen for the 
farmers are coming today _only asking 
that you maintain-not improve-this 
utter~y inadequate arrangement for the 
farmers of America. 

I personally feel that we should ask 
for more. 1 hope that before this ses
sion is over that our Committee on 
Agriculture gives this House an oppor
tunity to vote for more-to vote for a 
real increase in farm purchasing 
power-but right now we are trying to 
keep for the farmer the thin crust of 
bread which he still has. If tnis bill 
should fail he will lose even that. If 
this bill is not passed, farmers are go
ing to receive considerably less. · If the 
bill is passed, all you do. is to give the 
dairy producer 83 percent of a fair wage 
for the next year; you assure the cot
ton producer 78 percent of a fair wage; 
you ·guarantee the wheat farmer 79 per
cent of a fair wage; and remember tha~ 
you are only going to ena~le most 
farmers to be paid at even these utterly 
inadequate wages for a part of the week. 
If this bill is not passed, next _year cot
ton acreage will be less than half of 
normal-in other words, cotton fa~mers 
will have lost more than half of their 

. workweek and will be paid at only four
fifths of a fair hou-rly wage for the other 
half. Incidentally, even now, the aver
age labor return to the Wisconsin dairy 
operator is only 38 cents per hour-why 
should we be surprised that our ·economy 
is failing? 

Now, just a word to those who are 
so prone to say that any maintenance 
of farm prices is hurtful to the con~ 
sumers. This bill will prevent a drop 
of something like 22 cents a bushel in 
the price of wheat. Now before some
one shouts that this is going to raise 
the price· of bread, let us "look at the 
record. In 1948 wheat sold as high as 
$3. a bushel. Bread sold at an average 
of 13 cents a pound across the United 
States. The price of wheat came down, 
not up, so that 10 years later wheat was 
selling, and is now selling, in the United 
states at approximately $2 per bushel
one-third less than it brought 10 years 
ago. Has the price on bread gone down? 
It has not. On the contrary, the aver
age price of bread throughout the United 
States is today almost 19 cents per 
pound, actually 18.8 cents. In other 
words, bread has gone up by almost 
exactly the same percentage that wheat 
has gone down. A similar situation 
exists as to milk. In 1952 with milk 
firmly supported at 90 percent of parity 
the consumer paid an average of 22.8 
cents per quart at the grocery store. 
Today with milk supported at only 83 
percent of parity and scheduled to go 
still lower the average price to th.e con· 
sumer is 24.3 cents per quart. 

It may be that if we can save the con
sumer from this proposed drop in the 
price of wheat and of milk that he will 

be spared that 20-cent loaf of bread and 
the 30-cent quart of milk which are fast 
approaching with our declining price of 
wheat and milk. Say if you want to 
that all of this is unreasonable, but it 
is a fact, nevertheless, and it is verified 
by the figures of the present Department 
of Agriculture and the present Bureau 
of Labor Statistics. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot say that this 
stopgap measure will restore farm buy
ing power. It wi_ll not, but I can say with 
complete confidence that it will at least 
help a faltering economy while it needs 
help. It certainly, does not do the job 
which I know needs to be done. We in 
the Congress have in the past tried to 
do a far more comprehensive job. We 
have passed bills to hold farm purchasing 
power substantially higher. I feel that 
had those bills been allowed to become 
law that our entire economic picture 
would have been brighter today. But 
our Constitution gives to another branch 
of Government the power to review our 
legislative acts. 

I, of course, have no way of knowing 
what will 1 happen to this bill after it 
leaves this House, but I have felt that 
with the bipartisan support which it ·has 
received thus far, that it has at least 
a real chance of becoming law. Cer
tainly, no measure establishing higher 
supports could expect to become law at 
this time. I am personally for a sub
stantially higher level of farm income, 
but I . always felt that I would rather 
get part of something for my people than 
to present them with all of nothing. I 
hope a little later on we may get con:
sideration of a more comprehensive bill, 
but just now to pass anything doing 
more than to maintain the status quo 
would only secure all of nothing for our 
farmers. 

The defeat of this bill would be even 
worse. It would allow us to sink still 
further into the blackness of despair. 

The passage of this bill, on the other 
hand, offers at least a chance for a part 
of something. I sincerely trust that the 
House will give us that chance. 

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ANFU-80. Did not the last de
pression start in the Farm Belt? 

Mr. POAGE. Certainly it did. That 
is what I have been saying. It started 
on the farm, and this one has clearly 
started on th'e farm. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. - Chairman, I yield 
myself an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The gen
tleman from Texas during the 20 years 
I have been a Member of Congress has, 
in my opinion, been always right on the 
agricultural question, and I want to say 
that also with reference to the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN], who spoke 
immediately ahead of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. PoAGE]. 

It seems peculiar to me, Mr. Chairman, 
that the House o! Representatives at any 

time would follow the· lead of a man 
such . as the Secretary of Agriculture, 
who has not been in the agricultural pic
ture as far as Congress is concerned for 
more than 5 years, when we have gentle
men like the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PoAGE], and the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. JENSEN], who have proven them
selves right in the last 20 years so far as 
agriculture is concerned. 
PoAGE], and the gentleman from Iowa 
marks of the gentleman from Minnesota 
who has done so much for agriculture 
himself. 

Mr. HILL. · Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutP.s to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BEAMER]. ' 

Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Chairman, the 
farm -problem is everybody's problem: 
If you are a farmer, it affects your in
come and your freedom. If you are a 
consumer, the amount and price of your 
food .will be affected. If you pay taxes
and eve.rybody pays taxes in some 
form-the size of your tax bill will be af
fected. 

Thus, at the outset the background of 
this· legislation should be considered. 
The Bureau of the Census reports that 
there are 4.8 million farms in the United 
States; 2.1 million of these farms sell 
over $2,500 worth of farm products 
each year. Practically all are . family 
farms and they get most of the Gov
ernment aid, but, in the long run, they 
may have been hurt more than helped 
by t~~. f~rm ~egislati_on o_f the ~ast. 
Two m1lllon seven hundred thousand 
farms sell less than $2·,500 worth 'oi farm 
products per year. Actually, in this last
group, some 900,000. merely live in the 
country and 600,000 farm only part time 
and work at other jobs in the city. 

Of these two groups, · the, first one, or 
the farms with tlie larger incomes, raise 
90 percent·_ of all United States farm . 
products; and the second group p;ro
duces only 10 percent. This smailer 
group, or this large group of small p'ro
ducers, really receives little aid from the 
price-support program. In fact, it may 
average only approximately $100 per 
farm. That really is a false encourage
ment because all ·farmers need and want 
new income for their products and 'for 
their labor instead of Government hand
outs. 

Undoubtedly, everybody knows why-we 
ha,ve such a ~arge surplus of agricultural 
products. On account of the require
ments of World. War II, Congress guar
anteed farmers high price supports· as a 
production incentive and the farmers 
responded with the greatest output per 
man in farm history. As a result, pro
duction soared and Congress continued 
to encourage this great production with 
more price supports. As production 
soared, the stock· of Government-owned 
surpluses mounted until it reached a 
total of more than $8 billion in the Com
modity Credit Corporation in 1955. The 
Government has be_en able to dispose of 
more than $12 billion in surplus farm 
products in various ways since 1953, but 
even so, today it still owns about $7 bil· 
lion worth. 

What has been the result? 
First. While trying to prop up farm 

prices, these same laws have created 
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these huge surpluses that actually have 
depressed farm income $2 ·billion per 
year. 
· Second. Some $15 billion has been, 

spent on these programs--$3.3 billion 
last year-and all of this is costing tax
payers $1 million per day for storage · 
purposes only. 

encotiraging surpluses to build up again. 
Thus, a vicious cycle has been imposed 
on the famier and it was. not done by 
his choosing. Without a doubt, ·these 
facts account for the hundreds of letters 
that come to me from farmers in the 
Indiana Fifth District-and these folks 
know that I, too, am a farmer. 

port and acreage allotment for the fore
seeable .future shall not be less than 
those prevailing in 1957. Even though 
the Committee on Agriculture of. the 
House has slightly modified this. pro
posal, in principle it is still failing to 
meet the needs of ·agriculture. I must 
say quite frankly that it is hard for me 
to understand this action in light of the 
background outlined and, also, of some 
of the facts that are available to all of 
those who are willing to consider them. 

Third. The Government, under pres
ent laws, must spend billions of dollars 
to sell and give away surpluses and, as 
surplus goes down, price supports go up, 

Mr. Chairman, I was amazed at the 
action of the Senate last week as they 
passed Senate Joint Resolution 162, 
which said in effect that the price sup-

Depa1·tment ·of Agriculture-Realized cost of programs primarily for stabilization of farm prices .and income, fiscal years 1932-57 

[The basis for the costs reflected in ·this table is as follows: (1) .For activities financed from appropriated ftmds, the expenditures less receipts arising from the .activities so financed· 
and (2) for Co~odity. Credit <;Jorporation and Federal Crop Insurance Corporation C!lrporato flillds, the net .gains or losses from operations and the interest cost to Treasury 
on Governmrnt-subscnbed capt tal. Interest cost to Treasury on Governmcnt-subscnbed capital of corporat10ns has been computed on the basis of the average rate incurred 
by Treasury on the public debt in each of these years] 
· · . . [!11 millions] 

Total 1932-36 1937 1938 1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 
-----------------1-----------------------------------
Programs primarily for stabilization of farm prices and 

income: 
CCC nonrecourse loans, purchase, and payment 

programs .• ----------------------------- __ ------- $4.603.0 $S. 7 $5.3 $0.4 $4.6 $7.4 $34.0 I $69.1 1$49.9 1$5.9 ~29.4 
CCC supply, commodity export, and other ac-

tivitles ... ----------------------------------------
CCC administrative and other general costs .•••••. 9M: ~ -----io:2· ------3.:9· ----·.·z:i· ----·ia:o· ----··s:.7· ------2:2· 1.1 

19.6 
2.0 

12.1 
112.4 

10.4 
5. 8 

26.1 
63.5 National Wool ·Act program •... . .. ·-------~-----,-

International Wheat Agreement 2 a----------------~ 
Donations of commodities to other nations: _______ _ 
Commodities sold for foreign currencies lillder title 

---------- ............................. ---------- ----·----- ---------- ______ l'" ___ -----;----- ---------- ---------- ----------

899. 2 ---------- ---------- ---------- ----.------ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ·------ ---- ----------
384.3 ---------- --------- - ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- -~--------

I, Public Law 480% ~----------------------------~ 
Development of foreign agrlculturaJ markets lillder 931. 6 --~------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- --------- ~ ---------- ---------- ----------

title I, Public Law 480 •--------------------------
Removal of surplus agricultural commodities o ____ _ 

2:6 
2, 154.3 -----32:2· -----35:2· ·····35:2· ····211:6· ····143:9· ----226:1- ----1oo:a· ····112:o· --·--63:4· ---~--24:9 

Sugar Act .......... -- ...• --- •. --------------------. I 373.6 .•.•..•••. .••.•..... I 27. 2 1 6. 5 1 25.2 1 30.0 1 33.0 1, 8 1 22.5 1 33. 1 
Federal crop insurance .. ~-------------------------
Soil Bank, acreage reserve program ..... ~----------
Acreage allotment payments under the Agricul-

203.7 ---------- ---------- ---------- 4. 4 7. 7 9. 8 14.8 14.6 18.1 2. 9 
518.3 ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ----- ----- ----------

tural conservation program _____________________ _ 2,354.8 
Other, including Agricultural Adjustment Act of 

1933, parity payments, and other adjustment 
and surplus-removal programs 7--------~---------, __ 2_, 2_60_.1_

1
• ___ _ 921.7 

TotaL.---------------------------------------- 15,009.1 972.8 

1946 1947 1948 

313.6 

84.4 
----

442.4 

1949 

217.4 350.7 

.3 27.6 --------
. 228.2 589.4 

1950 1951 

380.2 326.7 332.5 218.1 193.1 

223.8 195.7 202_.1 203.7 156.9 I6.1 
-------- ------------

746.5 764.5 633.9 511.8 401.1 49.9 

1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 
------~-------1-------------------------------------

Programs primarily for stabilization of farm 
prices and income: 

CCC nonrecourse loans, purchase, and 

·cg:g~~~J;~g~~~odi£i--e'iP<il·t~-a.n:a· I $
30

.
1 

- $
71

.
9 

other activities .....•..• ·---- -- ----------- 1 35.9 t 242.7 

$125.4 

. I 38.4 

$254.7 $249.2 $345.6 

14.7 I 2. 7 1.6 

$67.4 $61.1 $419.5 $799.1 $974.8 $1,299.5 

1.3 6.4 66.0 50.1 70.0 140.1 
CCC administrative and other general 

costs.----------------------------------- · 33.2 13. 9 I 6. 5 15.9 48.1 42.0 34.6 55.3 102.7 81.9 
. 2 

99;7 

195.5 312.2 
N·ational Wool Act program _______________________ :._ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ••.... : ... --------·-- ---------- ----------
International Wheat Agreement 2 a ________ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 75.6 180.4 171;·3 130.8 ' 59.0 

2.0 61.3 
92.3 90.1 

Donations of commodities to other 
·nations 2------------------ ~ --- - --------- ---------- --~------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- .•.•...• :.. 74.4 91.4 03.6 124.9 

Commodities sold for foreign currencies . · . · 
under title I, PubUc Law 480 2 ~- ___ _' ____ ------- - -- • ••••• .: ••• ------- -- - ---------- --------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 129. 5 304.9 4.97.2 

D evelopment of foreign agricultural mar- · 
kets lllder title I, Public Law 480 & ______ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- •••••• : ••• ---------- ---------- --------~- ----------

. Removal of surplus agricultural commod-
.6 2.0 

ities'---------------~-------------------- 19.2 78. 4 51.2 75.6 96. 6 46.0 37. 5 82.3 177.6 58.9 179.1 171.1 
Sugar Act--------------------------------- I 5. 4 1 7. 8 113.1 23.9 1·14. 7 I 14.9 1 21.8 1 20. 5 111.9 113. o 
Federal crop insurance____________________ 21.5 . 36. 9. 1 1. 8 . 4 9. 6 4. 6 8. 7 6. 4 9. 9 11.2 

122:3 2G.O 
11.6 13.2 

Soil Bank, acreage reserve program ........ ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- --~------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 3.6 511.7 
"Acreage allotment payments ruidcr · the · 

Agricultural conservation· program .... __ 
Other, including Agricultural Adjustment 

Act of 193_3, parity payments, and other 

22.5 ................. .: ........ :- --------- ---------- -----:.----- ---------- ---------- ---------- -·-------- --·-------- ---------- ....................... ... 

adjustment and surplus-removaJ pro-
grams 7---------------------------------. 12.2 10.8 11.5 

Total._~------------------------------ 23.5 151.6 116.8 328.0 

1 Excess of credits-deduct. 
' These programs are essentially international in nature, and are included in this 

classiflcation with the kinds of items to which they most nearly relate. 
a The expenditures under this program are for payment of the difference between 

the price specified in the International Wheat Agreement and the domestic price of 
wheat. 

• Represents the next realized cost of commodities shipped to foreign collltrie& in 
accordance with the provisions of the Agricultural Trade Development and Assist· 
ance Act (Public Law 480, 83d Cong., as amended). The total cost for fiscal .year 
1957 was $1,396,373,493, representing (1) the excess of the investment in COO-owned 
commodities shipped over the export sales value, $366,222,971; (2) the cost of financing 
exportation, $995,750,740 (primarily cost of commodities shipped from private stocks 
and ocean transportation); and (3) it;J.terest of $34,399,782. The total cost is reduced 
by a credit of $899,161,759 for foreign currencies collected under thls program in fiscal 
year 1957, resulting in a net realized cost of $497,211,734. The credit consists of the 
United States dollar proceeds ($64,786,869) from sales of foreign currencies at rates of 
exchange current at time of sales of such currencies, and · the United States dollar 
·equivalent of (1) foreign currencies used for the purposes authorized by sec. 104 of the 
act ($120,889,540), valued at loan agreement rates for loan disbursements, and for other 
disbursements, a~ the rate cu.rrent when disbursed; and (2) foreign currency balances 
on hand at June 30, 1957 ($924,447,276), valued at the Treasury selling rate at that 
d.">te, less foreign currency balances on band at June 30, 1956. ($210,961,926), valued at 
the Treasury selling rate as of June 30, 195G. 

24.9 18.8 7.1 7.6 67.1 40.9 30.4 46.0 

486.6 624.1 306.1 329.4 964. 3 1, 349. 9 1, 936. 1 . 3, 255. 0 

1 Represents the expenditure of foreign currencies, expressed in United States 
dollar equivalent at rates of exchange current at time of disbursement, for developing 
new foreign markets for United States agricultural commodities, as authorized in 
sec. 104 (a) of Public Law 480, 83d. Cong., as amended. . 

o Includes the cost of commodities purchased and distributed to the school-lunch 
program but excludes cash payments to schools for part of their school-llillch program 
expenditures during fiscal years 1943 to 1949, inclusive. 

m~!fs~1(~)e~~~icatfft~a' ~~fun;~~~nfllcf~~~~~~~~~~~~t~~o~~~~; (i5) f:tfJKif~.;j 
Marketing Act revolving fund, and payments to stabUization corporations for losses 
incurred; and (5) miscellaneous, including 5 miscellaneous programs as follows: 
(a) Distribution costs on CCC stocks and bay for emergency feed program; {b) net 
operating results of the Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation which operated 
from 1935 to 1942 for the purpose of purchasing, processing, storing, l1andling, trans
porting, and disposing of surplus agricultural commodities and products for relief; 
(c) retirement of cotton pool participation trust certificates; (11) removal of surplus 
cattle and dairy' products; and (e) transfer of hay and pasture seeds to Federal land 

~g3~~~~~;!erilsa~~~i.i~,o&;hf~ra:~~~r0~r$;;;a:O~·~nd~~fed ~; l~: ~:J~~arJ;r: 
Board in the years 1932-34, and $543,100,000 for costs of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1933 and related acts. 
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For some 25 years we have been at

tempting, through price support and 
adjustment programs, to control agricul
tural production-and it has been said 
over and over. again-in order to in
crease the income to farmers. As a mat
ter of fact, the price support and adjust
ment programs have had very little to 
do with the net income of farm families, 
since most of the prosperity in agricul
ture since 1940 can be directly attributed 
to war. 

During this critical period in our 
budgetary and fiscal affairs we need to 
remind ourselves about the cost of these 
programs that have failed so miserably. 
I wish to insert into the record at this 
point . figures released by the United 
States Department of Agriculture deal
ing with the cost of this program. This 
is in considerable detail, commodity by 
commodity and year by year, but I think 
it is necessary for the Members of Con
gress to have these facts available. In 
placing this information into the RECORD, 
it is not my intention to be critical of the 
operations of these programs, because I 
feel certain that no Secretary of Agri
culture can administer the hodgepodge 
of laws that the Congress has been able 
to enact during the last 25 years. 

I also would ask the Congress to con
sider the effects with regard to the cost 
of the program in the light of how we 
can benefit from the experiences during 
the last quarter of a century in helping 
to devise more workable programs. 
. The House has been asked to consider, 

based on the action of the House Com
mittees on Agriculture, a proposal de
signed to freeze price supports and acre
age allotments in their present pattern. 
This action would perpetuate further the 
cost to the Federal Treasury and, of 
course, to the taxpayer and the con
sumer, without correcting any of the 
economic problems of agriculture. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the con
tinuation of these programs will not only 
fail to solve the agricultural prqblem but 
that it will be doing a great disservice 
to agriculture in both the present and 
long-range points of view. 

:At this point, I include Facts About 
Price Supports, released by the United 
States Department of Agriculture on De
cember 10, 1957: 

FACTS ABOUT PRICE SUPPORTS 

Items from only 13 crops are in Govern
ment inventory, plus manufactured dairy 
products and a small amount of wool soon 
to be .sold. Our farms and ranches produce 
some 250 commodities including cattle, 
hogs, sheep, poultry, and tremendous quan
tities of fiuid milk. 

Over 80 percent of the price supports and 
stabilization costs in the 1956-57 period 
were concentrated in 3 crops and butter and 
manufactured dairy products. Nearly one
half -48 percent--of the costs were incurred 
on· two crops-wheat and cotton. Most farm 
products are being sold competitively-on 
free markets. 

The major Federal costs of price supports 
and stabilization programs are concentrated 
in 3 crops and butter and manufactured 
dairy products (based on fiscal years 1956 
and 1957). 

Percent of 
Percent total cash 
of costs farm re· 

ceipts from 
1956 sales 

Wheat.-------------------------- 30. 0 7. 4 
Cotton___________________________ 18.2 5. 9 
Corn·----------------------------- 13.8 5. 2 
Dairy products._---------------- 20. 2 14. 7 ____ , ___ _ 

SubtotaL__________________ 82.2 33.2 
All other.________________________ 17.8 66.8 

----1----
TotaL _ -----------------~-- 100. 0 100. 0 

This distribution of price support and 
stabilization program costs is the result 
of operations in conformance with law. 

The net realized cost of programs 
primarily for the support of farm prices 
and income in fiscal 1956 was $1.9 bil
lion and in 1957 was almost $3.25 billion. 
These heavy costs would be justified if 
they led to a solution of the problems. 
Such is not the case. Price supports at 
the levels specified by the old basic law 
continue to generate surpluses which 
must be disposed of at heavy loss. The 
stock buildup resulting from the Qld 
rigid price law contributed to a major 
part of this loss. The losses are shown 
at the time of disposal. 

1957 fiscal year price support and stabilization calculated costs by size and class of forms 

Calculated portion 
Percent of of 1957 price sup-

United port and stabili· 
Scale of farm product sales Number Percent States zation costs-

of farms of farms farm 
market· 

ings Total Amount 
per farm 

------------
ThOU$. Millions 

Large-scale farms_------------- Sales of $5,000 or more _______ 1, 290 Z7 79 $2,571 $1,993 
Medium-scale farms _____ ______ Sales of $2,500 to·$4,999 ______ 811 17 12 391 482 
Small scale, part-time, and Farms with less than $2,500 . 2, 681 56 9 293 109 

residential farms. sales. ---------------
TotaL.-~-----~---------- .. ----------------------------- 4, 782 100 100 3, 255 ----------

Most price supports go to the 1.3 million price supports and stabilization averaged 
large-scale farms accounting for 79 percent only slightly over $100 per farm. These 
of the farm marketings. For this group, the farms received little help from the $3.3 bil
calculated portion of pl'ice support and sta- lion of Federal costs in fiscal 1957. 
bilization costs for fiscal year 1957 averaged The rural development program is helping 
about $2,0QO. per farm. , primarily the ~ow-income farm families-the · 

For the 2.7 million small-scale, part-time ones most in need of help. 
and residential ·farms, ·accounting for only 9 -The · realized net cost per farm of price 
percent of farm marketings, the calculated support _and stabilization programs for fiscal 
portion of costs of governmental programs for year 1957 by crops (based on n'lost recent . 

census data of number of farms selling the 
crops) has been about as follows: 

Cost per farm 
~eat---------------·-------------- $1, 166 
Cotton and cottonseed______________ 877 
Corn_______________________________ 687 
Grain sorghums------·-------------- 365 
Rice-----------------·-------------- 14,667 

There are of course wide extremes between 
small 15-acre wheat or 5 to 10-acre cotton 
farms-and the large scale acreages per farm 
of 100 acres or more. 

For example, based on 1954 census dis
tribution of crops by size groups: 

WHEAT 

Six hundred and twenty-five thousand 
farms (62 percent) with less than 25 acres . 
of wheat accounted for less than 14 percent 
of the governmental costs (fiscal 1957). 
This averaged about $200 per .farm. 

Fifty-nine thousand farms (6 percent) 
with 200 acres and over, accounted for 36 
percent of the Government costs (fiscal 
1957). This averaged almost $,6,000 per farm. 

COTTON 

Four hundred and twenty-four thousand 
farms (49 percent) with less than 10 acres 
of cotton accounted for less than 11 percent 
of the governmental costs (fiscal1957). This 
averaged nearly $200 per farm. 

Thirty-two thousand farms (4 percent) 
with 100 acres or more of cotton accounted 
for 31 percent of the governmental costs 
(fiscal 1957). This averaged about $7,400 
per farm. 

RICE 

Seven thousand, four hundred and sixty
eight farms (64 percent) of the 11,567 rice 
farms had 100 acres or more of rice and 
accounted for· about 92 percent of the gov
ernmental costs (fiscal 1957). This averaged 
about $21,800 per farm. 

The commodity figures have special mean
ing when it is realized there are nearly 1.9 
million farms with total sales per year of 
$1,200 or less. 

I have the privilege to represent a 
great farm district in Indiana where 
nature has endowed us with good, rich 
soil. All of us recognize that . the farm 
population in America is decreasing 
yearly, and we also recognize further 
that the proposal under consideration 
is likely to increase the cost of food dur
ing this period when there is unemploy
ment. Surely the. Congressmen repre
senting primary consuming· districts can
not support the proposal embodied in 
this legislation. The hundreds of letters 
from farmers in my District in Indiana 
also ask to :Qave fewer Government con
trols and less Government interference 
in their business. They say it is a high 
price to pay for a program that already 
has proven to be a failure. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. SHEEHAN]. 

Mr. SHEEHAN:. Mr .. Chairman, his
tory has indicated that the prosperity of 
the farmers is very definitely and closely 
linked with the prosperity of the city 
dweller. I personally would want the 
farmers to be prosperous so that the 
urban and city residents can be pros
perous. However, I do not feel that in 
this bill that will be accomplished. Some 
of the gentlemen here have spoken about 
the farm drop in prices, as if it is a Re-
publican phenomenon. The ·gentleman 
from New York [Mr. ANFusol stated 
that from 1952 to the present time farm 
prices have dropped 16 percent. Under 
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Mr. Roosevelt, from 1937 to 1939, a pe
riod of 29 months, farm prices dropped 
35 percent. Under Mr. Truman, from 
1948 to 1950, 24 months, farm prices 
dropped 22 percent. Again from 1951 to 
1952 from March to December, under 
:Mr. Truman, farm prices dropped 16 
percent. They have dropped far more 
under Democrats than they have 
dropped under Republicans. It seems to 
me my friends on the other side believe 
th~t the Republicans and Mr. Eisen
hower can be put on the political hot 
spot by passing legislation. They think 
Mr. Eisenhower will have to veto it and 
they can go to the farmer and tell what 
great people they are and what great 
friends they are for the farmers. Let us 
look at the other side, the consumer side. 
What will this legislation do to the food 
budget of the consumer. Seven-eighths 
of the population of this country, rough
ly 150 million people are urban . citizen 
consumers, and one-eighth are farmers. 
It strictly looks to me like the Democrats 
are trying to pass some class legislation 
in order to garner some votes. But, they 
are going to have to answer to the city 
consumers. They have to guarantee to 
the people in the city that they are not 
going to be pious and say, "We are for 
the farmers," and at the same time keep 
raising prices to the city people:-which 
this bill will do by putting a floor under 
the prices and letting the ceiling go as 
high as it can. Instead of farm relief, 
this bill looks like it is designed to pre
vent any possibility of about 150 million 
people buying cheaper bread and butter. 
This is strictly an attempt, it looks like 
to me, to play both sides of the fence. 
The Democrats purport to be the friend 
of the so-called city people where un
fortunately they have most of their 
power today. If they are trying to be 
the friend of the farmer at the same 
time, they are going to have to make up 
their mind on what side of the fence 
they are on. There is no question about 
that. Some of the gentlemen here from 
this side of the fence talk about profits. 
Let us look at the picture. We have 
some facts here. In 1947, according to 
the statistics from the Department of 
Agriculture, the farmers got 51.4 cents. 
Labor got 24.2 cents and the handlers 
took in profits of 5 cents out of every 
dollar. Then let us look at 1955. Under 
the Republicans, surely the farmers got 
less. They got 39% cents out of each 
dollar, but labor who we all want to see 
get just treatment, went up to 31.5 cents. 

And what happened to profits of the 
so-called big corporations and the mid
dlemen that all the gentlemen on this 
side-not all of them, but most of them
are "hollering" about? Profits went 
down according to the United States De
partment of Agriculture to 2.9 cents out 
of every dollar. 

Who is getting the money? I think 
the charges that you make that the 
prices are being bloated and the city 
people are taking advantage of the farm
ers is not true. The Democrats are try
ing to play both sides against the middle. 
It is about time tne country is told that 
they are not going to get away with it. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEEHAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 
. ·Mr. ARENDS. The gentleman says 
this is a purely political bill. I want to· 
say that although -many of us are not 
always able to clearly see through every 
legislative proposal and although it is 
unusual to have snow in Washington 
as we do at this time, we do not have to 
have snow on the ground in order to fol
low the tracks of a lot of politicians. 

Mr. SHEEHAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ALGER]. 

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, although 
I represent a highly urban area, I am in 
complete sympathy with the problems of 
the American farmer. But I think it is 
about time, also, that the farmers and 
their Representatives here in the Con
gress, start thinking about the problems 
of the consumer whose grocery costs re
main high while his paycheck slides or 
stops. 

Let me point out a few facts of life 
about the agricultural situation at the 
present time. For example: 

Income per person on farms last year 
was highest on record, up 2 percent over 
1951, the previous high year. 

Farm assets are an all-time high, $188 
billion as of January 1, 1958. 

Farmers have less than $11 in debts 
for each $100 of assets. In 1940, the 
ratio was $19 for each $100. 

Owner equities rose· 7 percent during 
1957 to a peak of $168.4 billion. 

Farm ownership is also at a record 
high. Only 1 in 3 farms has a mortgage. 

The postwar downtrend in prices 
which started in 1951 has been stopped. 
Prices received by farmers in February 
were 8 percent above a year ago and 11 
percent above 2 years ago. 

The family farm continues to domi
nate agriculture. Ninety-six percent of 
our farms and ranches are family opera
tions, about the same percentage as 30 
years ago. 

The level of living on farms is highest 
in history. 

Farm exports in fiscal1957 set a new 
record of $4.7 billion-68 percent higher 
than in fiscal1953. 

The surplus production of American · 
farms is being made available for hun
gry people at home and abroad. 

The buildup of surpluses has been re
versed. Government investment in sur
plus farm products owned and under 
loan has dropped about one-sixth in the 
past year and a half. 

The inventory value of livestock on 
farms for January 1, 1958, was $14.2 bil
lion-higher by $3 billion than a year 
ago. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, the farmer 
has his problems at this time, but so does 
the city dweller and I would like my 
distinguished colleagues to keep this in 
mind when they vote for this legislation 
which is designed to assist one segment 
of the economy at the expense of the 
others. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may desire to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. ROBISON]. 
· Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr. 

Chairman, as a freshman Congressman, 

no-issue has been ·of more concern to me 
than my decision on how I should vote 
on this legislation, Senate Joint Resolu
tion 162, to provide that acreage allot
ments and price supports cannot be lower 
than those in effect in 1957. 

Representing a Congressional District 
in which dairy farming is an extremely 
important segment of our local economy, 
I have been ever mindful of the problems 
which have faced the upstate New York 
dairy farmer for the past several months. 

I have sincerely sought to understand 
and evaluate these problems as the dairy 
farmers of Broome, Tioga, Chemung, and 
Steuben Counties of New York have ex
plained them to me. With my distin
guished colleague, the Honorable JoSEPH 
CARRIGG, Representative from the lOth 
Congressional District of Pennsylvania, I 
had the privilege last Saturday, March 
15, of attending, at Binghamton, N. Y., a 
conference of farm organizations and in
dividual dairy farmers which we had 
called for the purpose of discussing these 
very problems. 

That meeting was fruitful in that it 
gave Congressman CARRIGG and myself 
the opportunity to learn the thinking of 
many of our individual dairy farmers at 
first hand-as contrasted to the second
hand material which had been furnished 
to us by various dairy farming organi
zations and blocs. I am grateful for that 
opportunity, despite the fact that the 
meeting pointed up the very obvious dif
ferences of opinion between the some 50 
farm bureau and dairy cooperative 
members who were kind enough to attend 
and take part in our discussions. 

In brief, the Farm Burea\1 people told 
.us they believed that while some ben
efits have been derived by dairymen from 
the present dairy-support program, it 
was high time that the dairy farmer 
recognized that no one can legislate farm 
income; that political attempts to solve 
the economic problems of the dairy 
farmer have failed; that the small dairy 
farmer who really needs help has been 
hurt by the price-support program. and 
that the Government's major role in this 
field should be to help farmers help 
themselves via stepped-up research, edu
cational, and marketing programs. 

In effect, they asked my colleague and 
myself to stop helping the dairy farmer, 
and to give the dairy farmer a chance to 
help himself. They said that, while 
Congress has been trying to help them 
for 25 years by propping up farm prices, 
we have succeeded only in creating huge 
surpluses that have actually depressed 
farm income in our Districts; that the 
fifteen-odd-billion tax dollars we have 
spent on our farm programs have 
shackled dairy farm progress, put a ceil
ing on opportunity, and served · mainly to 
waste America's resources-including 
capital, labor, fertilizer, and machinery. 

The Farm Bureau people told us fur
ther it is high time to get the Govern
ment out of agriculture and that even 
though they fully realized that any 
lowering of support levels would mean a 
temporary reduction of their net income 
the end results would more than justify 
such a hardship. 

On the other hand, the cooperative 
members told us that while they agreed, 
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in principle, that the price-support pro
gram had failed, we in Congress should 
now act to hold the status quo until such 
time as some alternate program, such as 
one of the v~rious so-called self-help 
plans, could be enacted. These people 
told us further that, in their opinjon, 
lowering of dairy price supports to 75 
percent of parity at the present time, as 
Secretary Benson has directed, could 
only result in the financial ruination of 
many of our small- and medium-sized 
dairy farmers, and that such a step was 
certainly untimely in view of the current 
recessionary trend in our Nation's econ
omy. 

I am sure that both Congressman 
CARRIGG and myself respected the sin
cerity and experience of these people 
who gave us such divergeilt views. That 
there was a divergence of opinion was 
even more clearly shown when, at the 
conclusion of our meeting, a call for a 
show of hands of those supporting Sec
retary Benson's order to reduce dairy 
price supports and those requesting us to 
vote in favor of freeze legislation re
sulted in practically a tie vote. 

Speaking for myself alone, I must con
fess that it then seemed to me to be 
cmhpletely inconsistent for us in Con
gress to be considering many and varied 
ways to combat this present recession
such as tax reduction and a massive 
public-works program to prime our na
tional economic pump-while at the 
same time an administrative order was 
about to take effect, unless we acted to 
stop it, which would surely result in at 
least a temporary reduction in dairy
farm income and might even cause some 
of our dairy farmers to go out of busi
ness, thereby adding to our economic 
woes. 

Two things have happened to change 
my thinking. First, the Senate resolu
tion which is now presented to us calls 
for a freeze of not just dairy support 
prices, but for a freeze at 1957 levels, for 
an indefinite period, if not amended, of 
all agricultural commodity support 
prices and acreage allotments, except 
tobacco. 

This is something else again. 
Instead of protecting my dairy farm

ers from further economic troubles un-
. til an alternative program for them had 

been worked out, I am faced with legis
lation which would institute not just a 
freeze of policy but a major change of 
policy; in fact, a basic radical change in 
Congressional policy with respect to tl}e 
entire price support and acreage allot
ment program, one that would virtually 
cripple the use of flexible standards in 
determining price supports and might 
constitute a serious setback in our ad
ministration's farm program which 
would take years to overcome. 

Secondly, yesterday morning I had 
the distinct privilege of discussing this 
dilemma with Secretary Benson himself. 
No single individual I have yet met in 
governmental circles has so impressed 
me with his sincerity and basic honesty 
as did this man. I think that no one, 
regardless of his political affiliations, 
could help but believe, upon meeting 
him, that this is a man who, in his own 
words, is continuing to pursue a course 
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which he believes is best for our farmers 
and fair to all our people. 

After careful consideration, I am now 
convinced that this resolution is bad 
legislation. It might temporarily pre
vent a loss of about $200 a year in gross 
income on the average dairy farm in 
my District. This is a result I would like 
to see achieved, Mr. Chairman, but not 
at the expense of the consumer and of 
sabotaging our entire farm program, 
creating additional surpluses and in
creasing greatly the cost to the taxpayer 
of supporting Government in agriculture. 
I recognize that I have a duty to my 
constituents, but I also recognize that 
I likewise have a duty to consider the 
nationwide effect of legislation such as 
this and that there must be times when 
that duty must be paramount to local 
interests. I believe this to be one of 
those times. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I might 
add that if I have the opportun.ity to 
vote on a resolution to freeze only dairy 
support prices for a period long enough 
to allow this Congress to enact one of 
the various so-called self-help plans 
which are under consideration to protect 
the dairy farmer during the transition 
period necessary to getting the Govern
ment out of dairy farming, I would be 
inclined to support such a resolution. 

Political complexions being what they 
are in this election year, I may not have 
that opportunity, and I also very serious
ly doubt that we in the minority party 
will be given the further opportunity in 
this session of considering and voting 
upon any of the proposed self-help plans. 

I will vote "nay" on Senate Joint Res
olution 162 in its present form. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may desire to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I repre
sent the diversified farming area in the 
heart of Illinois comprising the 18th 
Congressional District and rise in oppo
sition to this resolution, for I believe it 
to be a step backward in solving the 
agricultural problem. Oh, yes, the eco
nomic climate is just right for a 
demagogic approach today. We have 
heard an abundance of it here this after
noon, and I suspect · that many will be 
moved by political expediency to support 
the resolution. Frankly, I do not propose 
to take the easy way out, but to stand up 
for what I believe to be fundamentally 
right, regardless of the political impli
cations. 

I was hoping that during this session 
we would have an opportunity to consider 
an overall constructive farm program, 
but it is quite apparent from this ma
neuver that the majority side has no in
tention of tackling this problem realis
tically in an election year. 

Those of us from the corn and soybean 
producing area have been concerned over 
the extraordinary benevolent attitude 
the Congress has taken with respeCt to 
such crops as cotton, tobacco, rice, and 
peanuts. I just cannot help but have a 
feeling that we are still being asked to 
pay reparations to the South for the Civil 
War. The resolution before us today 
gives me no cause for altering this 
opinion. How long, Mr. Chairman, oh, 
how long, are we going to drift along 

and evade the responsibility of facing up 
to this issue squarely? 

Personally, I get just a little irked 
when Members of Congress are pictured 
as spineless creatures who are concerned 
only with their political necks. I do not 
appreciate being so characterized, and 
my record since becoming a Member ·of 
this House will disclose my holding fast 
to principle and conviction regardless of 
the political consequences. 

Just last week, for example, when the 
omnibus public works bill was considered, 
I was forced to vote against my own proj
ect for the Hennepin Canal involving an 
expenditure of $2 million because the 
omnibus bill was loaded down with $432 
million worth of additional unauthorized 
projects. That was just too much pork 
barrel to stomach to get my vote for the 
bill, even if it foreclosed my voting for my 
own project. 

Yesterday, I was asked to take a public 
position in support of a local school tax 
referendum for school construction, and 
gladly did so although it probably was 
not the smartest thing to do politically. 
Today, many of us from farm districts 
may be on the spot politically, but I 
would urge my colleagues to not become 
panicked by this maneuver, but rather 
vote for what you honestly believe to be 
right as a matter of principle. 

Mr. Chairman, I_ respectfully submit 
that a vote against the resolution today 
will be in the best interest of the farmer 
tomorrow and in the future. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. THOMPSON]. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, during the earlier part of the 
debate a question was asked as to 
whether Mr. Benson could lower price 
supports. He can and I will show you 
how he is doing it in the case of rice. 

When the support level was fixed last 
fall, it was based on figures compiled 
within the Department of Agriculture. 
Among others, the figures used were ex
pected domestic consumption and ex
pected foreign consumption. The latter 
figure was based to a considerable extent 
on shipments abroad during the preced
ing year. These shipments incidentally 
were 24% million hundredweight under 
Public Law 480. 

The statisticians, to be conservative, 
revised this downward to 19 million 
which was the figure submitted. 

Using this as a part of the expected 
shipments abroad, the surplus of rice was 
lowered to such a point that under the 
esculator clause the support price would 
have been in the neighborhood of 86 
percent. 

These figures were immediately sent 
back with instructions to use an esti
mate of foreign shipments which would 
bring the support price down to 75 per
cent. This was done and that is where 
the support price stands today. 

At the same time, a cut in acreage is 
inevitable and the rice producers will 
take a 37 percent cut for next year. 

The' rice industry can't take it and 
there is no reason why they should in 
the face of a worldwide shortage of rice 
and a ready demand for the American 
surplus. 



4924 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- I-IOUSE March 20 

, If the Commodity Credit Corporation 
filled the requirements as they stand to
day, by the first of August there would 
be no surplus. . · 

All of the foregoing was developed in 
a hearing this morning in the rice sub
committee. 

The rice-industry needs the passage of 
this resolution desperately so that we 
may have an opportunity before. we go 
broke to recommend some permanent 
legislation. . . 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. CANNONJ. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to myself. 

· Mr. Chairman, I want to conclude this 
debate by saying it is difficult for me to 
understand how the last two or three 
speakers were bold enough to suggest 
that there was something political about 
this legislation. Maybe the President 
.will veto it but, I personally do not th~nk 
so. I do not se~ why he should veto 1t. 
- This bill does not increase acreage, it 
does not increase price supports, it does 
not do anything that is going to be harm
ful to the · consumer: By this law we 
are adopting the figures and calculat~ons 
made by Mr. Benson in 1957. Certamly 
the farm income in 1957 was not too 
high, but it will go substantially lower 
than the 1957 lev·el if we do not pass the 
pending resolution. 

I do not believe there is a man over 
there that would urge -the President to 
veto this joint resolution. I do not think 
a member of our committee would urge 
the .President to veto it, because they 
know that it is fair and reasonable. What 
is to be gained by .. driving farm income 
down another half a billion dollars· in the 
current year? 

I feel that perhaps an effort will be 
made to freeze dairy price supports only. 
What good and logical reason could be 
advanced to sustain such a motion as 
that? If there is . anything politica,l in 
this bill it is the dairy section, because 
a vote for this bill, in fairness, I might 
say, will _have· the effect of rescinding 
Mr. Benson's.order. 

But we have been led to believe that 
the President even now perhaps has un
der consideration a modification of the 
order which Mr. Benson will put into ef
feet on April1 if no action is taken either 
by the White House or the Congress. 

The Senate has .passed a permanent 
bill. · I understand some Members may 
object to it, but I do not see how any
body can take any reasonable objection 
to the one-year freeze in the resolution 
now before the House. It does not pre
vent the Secretary from increasing price 
supports if he determines that price sup
ports should be increased, but it prevents 
him from lowering price supports during 
the current year, and it would have the 
effect of preventing a reduction in acre .. 
age programs on the 1959 crops. 

I urge Members of the House to adopt 
the resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
pired, all time for general debate has 
expired. 

The Clerk will · read. 

, The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, etc., That in orcl.er to prevent 

reductions in support prices or acreage allot
ments prior to considerati~n by Congress of 
su,ch changes in the price support and acre
age allotment-laws as may be necessa-ry at 
this tim~ 

( 1) the support price (in terms of dollars 
and cents} for any agricultural commodity, 
except· tobacco, shall not be less than that 
available for such commodity during the 
marketing year or season which began in 
1957; an.d 

(2) the total acreage allotted for any agri
cultural commodity, except tobacco, shall 
not be less than that allotted for the 1957 
crop of such commodity, and sections 302, 
S03, and 304 of the Agricultural Act of 1956 
(relating to minimum National, State, and 
farm acreage allotments for 1957 and 1958) . 
shall be extended to _apply .to each crop of 

. upland cotton and rice, respectively, to 
which this resolution is applicable. 

This resolution shall be ·effective only until 
such time as Congress shall make other pro
vision for price supports and acreage allot
ments and provide for the repeal of this 
resolution. Nothing in this resolution shall 
be construed to repeal or modify any law 
enacted in the second session of the Eig~ty
fifth Congress or to requi_re price support t~ 
be made available if marketing quotas have 
been disapproved by producers, or to non
cooperators in the case of any basic agricul
tural commodity. 

- The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the committee amendment. -

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 2, line 9, 

after the words "This resolution shall be 
effective" strike out the rest of the sentence 
including the period on line· 12 and insert: 
", with respect · to price supports, only for 
the marketing year or season which begins in 
1958 and, with respect to acreage allotments, 
through 1959 crops." 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the bill 
we are now discussing, of course, is to 
interpose a 1-yea.r stay of further sup
port prices or acreage-allotment r~duc
tions. 

This purpose, briefly, is to put $500 
million more in the hands of the Ameri
can farmers. I am not satisfied with 
the program that we hav~ for the Ameri
can farmer and I know that none of you 
are satisfied with the program. I want 
at this time to pay tribute to my col
leagues on both sides of - the aisle for 
patiently striving to bring to the House 

· before long a program that we hope will 
better solve the program of the Ameri
can farmer. But, this, Mr. Chairman, 
in my opinion, is an essential stopgap 
measure, and I sincerely hope it is ap
proved by an overwhelming majority. 

The distinguished gentleman on the 
other side of the aisle a few moments 
ago continued to stress the fact that 
this is a fight between the consumers 
in the great America~ cities and the 
farmers in other parts of this Republic. 
I do not knqw facts that caul~ be pre
sented any more clearly than have been 
presented on this particular subject by 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. AL
BERT], who said that in 1952 when wheat 
was supported at 90 percent of parity 
a loaf ef bread cost 16 cents; whereas, in 
1957, wheat was supported at 79.7 pet
cent of parity and a loaf of bread cost 
18.8 cents. 

Secretary Benson himself · has said 
there is ·no direct relationship between 
the so-called price-supported .commodi
ties and the price that the consumer has 
to pay in the market place. 

Now, if it does not make sense, please 
look at the facts and you can deduce no 
other conclusion. Several years ago the 
House Committee on Agriculture pre
sented a study _wherein it was stated that 
a $3.95 cotton shirt represented only 30 
cents to the farmer who raised the cot
ton; and a peanut candy bar costing 5 
cents had only one-half cent's worth of 
peanuts in it. In other words, it would 
seem as though you could give some of 
these commodities away and it would not 
make any_ difference in the price to the 
consumer. And; strange as it may seem, 
that is entirely borne out by the facts in 
the case. 

I have the feeling that in a few min· 
utes, as has already been indicated, an 
effort is going .to be made to put one 
group of farmers against another group 
of farmers. I have a suspicion that 
someone is· going to get a. little idea that 
somebody else is going to get more than 
the other fellow. I must say to my 
friends that whatever action is taken, 
all those affected in any farm commod
ity group should be treated alike or we 
will have no farm program. 

Let me suggest a few of these farm 
programs that we have which are help
ful to all segments of our farm economy: 
First, section 32 funds; $216 million 
available Jast year, to help _farm.ers who 
did -not produce the basic crops; second, 

. marketing-quota programs-; third, agri
cultural --research, in the amount of $135 
million; fourth, the great Forest Service 
program amounting to . $123 million; 
fifth, marketing service programs which 
totaled $130 million; and, sixth, the con
servation rese-rve program which cost 
$162 million. Then there is the sugar 
program, the wool program; and I could 
go on and on and end up with the great 
dairy program, by means of which we 
are ' feeding millions of children. and 
needy people~ We are spending millions 
of dollars a year on this great program 
for the American consumer, and I know 
this program is ·of great aid to the dairy 
farmer. 

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, we must 
present a united program. I sincerely 
}lope that our great statesmen .on the 
left are not going to try to tear us apart 
and to suggest one program that will 
tend to make · others in other parts of 
the farm:..producing sections oppose that 
particular program. 

I would like to take a few moments to 
point out that these_ programs help all of 
our people. As I pointed out a few 
moments ago, through Public Law 480, 
3,600,000 needy families, 1,388,000 peo
ple in charitable institutions, and .13 
million schoolchildren are being fed. If 
that is not aid to the consumer, I do not 
know what aid we might _consider. 

I think, finally, we should stress the 
fact that the cost of our farm programs 
has been greatly exaggerated. We 
hear ' that the farm -program last year 
cost $5 billion. ·over one-half billion 
dollars of that amount represents loans 
to the REA · and FHA, which will be re
paid by our farmers. At least $2 billion 
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represents other ·items which should not 
be charged to the American farmer. ·· 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I endorse a price-sup
port level of at least $3.25 per hundred• 
weight for manufacturing milk with a 
butterfat content of 3.95 <national aver
age) until a permanent producer
financed and operated self-help dairy 
stabilization program can be effectuated. 
I have introduced legislation which will 
give farmers throughout the ·United 
States an opportunity to vote on a new 
self-help dairy stabilization program. 
The authority to conduct such a milk 
producers' referendum is contained in 
H. R. 10060 introduced by me on Janu
ary 16, 1958. I am hopeful that this 
legislation .will be reported to the Con
gress for action during this 2d session 
of the 85th Congress. . 

I shall vote to maintain the price sup
port level of $3.25 which is contained in 
this bill we are considering this after
noon. I do this not as a permanent so
lution to our dairy problem but only as 
a stopgap action on the part of this Con
gress to give dairy farmers the oppor
tunity to have a referendum on a new 
program. . 

Milk is produced in every state in the 
United States. It must be harvesteg 
twice a day and must go to market at 
least every other day. Milk producers 
have adopted new production procedures 
to reduce costs and improve quality. 
Milk must be produced in sufficient vol
ume to supply adequat~ consumer needs. 
In order to do this every day of the year 
a ready reserve is needed. 

During the past 9 years, the so-called 
surplus has ranged from ~ high of 8 pe_r-:
cent in 1953 to · less than 1 percent in 
1951 of the total annual milk production. 
Even though the surplus has been small, 
it has set the floor and ceiling on our 
manufacturing milk prices. All surplus 
class I milk has been dumped into cheese, 
butter, and powder. This has had a tre
mendous impact on the Wisconsin dairy 
farmer in view of the fact that 84 percent 
of his milk has no market within the 
State boundaries of Wisconsin and must 
move out mainly in the form of manu
factured dairy products. 

The dairy-processing industry em
ploys over 300,000 people. Retail sales 
amou:nt to about $10 billion annually. 
Dairy accounts Jor over 20 perc~nt of the 
total agricultural income of our Nation. 

While support prices have been re
duced since 1954 and are about to be re
duced further, dairy farm costs are in
creasing. The increased cost of produc
tion in 1957, compared to 1947-49 aver
aged 14 percent. Taxes, labor, and ma
chinery are up. Feed and livestock 
down. Further support reduction will 
aggravate this cost situation. 

The reduction in supports to $3.02 
will take an . additional $250 million an
nually fr{)m producer income. These re
ductions can only result in drasticalfy 
reduced consumption for industrial prod
ucts. The proposal to authorize the Sec
retary to reduce support levels to 60 
percent of parity co:uld lower producers' 
annual income from present levels by $1 
billion. It has been estimated that milk 

producers in · the · State ·of· Wisconsin 
stand to lose $40 million in the :reduc
tion from $3.25 to $3.02. They would lose 
about $114 million in a. reduction from 
the ·present level to 60 percent of parity. 

In addition to favoring a support level 
of at least $3.25, I support proposals to 
adopt a base period for calculating the 
parity equivalent formula which reflects 
a free market period-:-namely, July 1946 
through December 1948. During this 
period, there were no support purchase 
programs and no national emergencies. 
Although these proposals would result in 
a. modest increase in the support level for 
manufacturing milk, we would only be 
holding our own income position in an 
expanding economy. 

The United States Department of Agri
culture has estimated that the dairy 
stabilization program for products ac
quired during fiscal 1957 carried a net 
cost of $228,350,000. But in that figure 
is a specific appropriation by Congress 
of $56,572,000 for the special school milk 
program. Another item included is that 
of $14,415,000 for donations to other na
tions on behalf of the American people 
to relieve famine or other emergencies. 
This cost should not be charged against 
the dairy support program. One other 
item includes $41,500,000 for the removal 
of surplus agricultural commodities. The 
funds for this is obligated under section 
32 customs duties and should not be 
charged to dairy supports. Taking these 
items into consideration reduces the 1957 
fiscal year cost to $115,738,000 as com
pared with the reported figure of $228,-
350,000. 

Mr. Chairman, in this morning's mail 
I received the following letter which I 
would like to read into the RECORD at this 
point, from Mr. Curtis Hatch, president 
of the Wisconsin Farm Bureau Federa
tion: 

WISCONSIN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
March 18, 1958. 

The Honorable MELVIN R. LAIRD, 
The House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN LAIRD.: Enclosed is a 

resolution adopted by our board of directors 
to clarify our position with regard to a dairy 
program. 

Sincerely, 
CURTIS HATCH, 

President. 

The enclosed resolution reads as 
.follows:. 
RESOLUTION REGARDING A NATIONAL DAIRY 

PROGRAM AS ADOPTED BY THE WISCONSIN 
FARM BUREAU BOARD OF DmECTORS AT MADI
SON, MARCH 11, 1958 
Recently there have been a number of 

inquiries regarding the position of the Wis
consin Farm. Bureau on legislation before 
Congress for a new dairy program. 

On December 18, 1957, this organization 
adopted a program for the effective solution 
of the current dairy problem, the essential 
featur.e& of which were: 

1. Maintenance of 1957 dairy support levels 
until a new program is perfected .. 

2. Creation of a new farm bank program 
to take entire farms out Of production. 

3. Free movement of concentrated fresh 
and concentrated sterile milk in trade as 
grocery store items. 

~. Elimination of trade barriers, and 
5. Expansion of foreign markets. 
We give this program, with particular 

emphasis on point No. 2, our unqualified 
support, in the belief that its enactment 

and· proper administration will ·(a) balance 
production and consumption, and thereby, 
(b) make other legislation unnecessary. . 

In view. of this policy and these beliefs, 
we feel all efforts should be bent to bring 
about enactment of this program. 

If such a program cannot be enacted, we 
believe dairy farmers should have the op
portunity to determine whether; as an al
ternative, they wish to have a self-help pro
gram, such as is provided for in H. R. 10060. 

But we (1) insist that the specific provi
sion for a referendum with v~ting on an 
individual basis be retained as presently 
provided for in said H. R. 10060, and (2) 
emphasize that it is our absolute obligation 
and duty to point out the dangers as wen 
as the rnerits of any legislation which may 
be proposed. 

I appreciate the support of the Wis
consin Farm Bureau favoring a referen
dum on a self-help dairy stabilization 
program. I shall continue my efforts 
to see that legislation providing for such 
a referendum is en~cted by this Congress. 

For the benefit of those Members of 
the House who like myself came from 
dairy districts I know their people will 
want to know at what level feed grain 
has been frozen-soybeans, from which 
soybean meal comes, are frozen at a min..: 
imum of 70 percent of parity. Cotton
seed and fiaxseed, on which we depend 
for protein, are frozen at 65 percent. 
Barley, oats, and Sorghum grain are fro
zen at 70 percent. Corn that is grown 
under allotment, is guaranteed 77 per
cent. But that iS not where we get our 
corn for dairy feeds. We get it from 
noncompliance acreage and noncommer
cial areas. Corn in the noncoin.mercial 
area is frozen at 70 percent .of parity. 

THE MILK PRODUCER. NEEDS A NEW DAIRY 
PROGRAM 

We know that milk is the· basis of the 
most important of family fo.ods known 
to man. Nutritionists agree. that con
sumption of milk and milk products in 
this, the world's richest count:ry, is not 
at a level which is commensurate with 
good health. . In this 20th century we 
have seen advertising saies promotion 
of less healthful substitutes and soft 
drinks outdistance dairy products by as 
much as 2,000 percent. We all admit 
that milk and its products have not been 
satisfactorily sold to the American con• 
sumer. 

FOUR MAJOR FACTS FACING DAIRY FARMER 
We must face major facts as we look 

at the dairy industry today. The first 
and most basic one is that the dairy in~ 
dustry · will be ·sick, regardless of the 
level of Government supports, just .as 
long as the production of milk and its 
products outpace consumption. It is 
axiomatic that milk surpluses, no mat
ter who stores ·them, act as a depressing 
influence upon the farmer's price for 
milk. 

The maJor problem is.bringing prod tic_. 
tion and consumption· into balance, and 
then we must go on and face other facts 
which are part and parcel of a sound 
program for the future. · · 

Second, . ·Government alone cannot 
bring permanent prosperity to the dairy 
industry . . It. can help or it can harm. 
The program should stress helpful rather 
than harmful actions by the Govern
ment. The 1949 dairy price support law 
under which we have operated for 8 
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f G t pro course of action if taken without due years is not the type o ~:>Vernmen • n·otl'ce would put . the entire dairy in-gram that helps the . da1ry farmer, but 
merely adds to his problems. dustry in complete chaos for several 

Third the dairy problem can be met years and tend to further promote re., 
Partially by increasing e.fficiency on ~any strictive ·local milk marketing regula~ 

h h hlgher tions throughout the country. 
of our dairy farms w lC means ·second. Adopt the subsidy payments 
volume at lQwer cost. . ld 

Fourth ·the greatest help to the da1ry plan through which farmers wou re-
farmer li~s in the field of inc. reasing P.eJ; ceive direct payments from the Govern

k d t ment. These payments would make up 
capita consumpt~on o.f . ~ml . an . ~. s the . difference between a low free mar-
products. This responslbihty hes prmCl- ket price and a given percentage of 
pally with the dairy industry itself. parity. This type of. program would 
NINETEEN HUNDRED AND FORTY-NINE DAIRY further diSCriminate against thOSe areas 

SUPPORT LAW DOES NOT HELP FARMER Of the COUntry producing milk for manU• 
Let us look at the 1949 .dairy support factured dairy products: This alterna

law which has been in effect for these tive would call for the strictest type of 
past 8 years. This. program as .enacted milk production controls and would be 
by the Congress in 1949. was designed to disastrous to future dairy sales promo
protect the dairy farmers' illC!Jme. The tion efforts by establishing an unrealistic 
experience of these pas~ 8 years has sales price for dairy products in the · 
shown that it gives the greatest amount marketplace. This type of program 
of protection . to the dairy plant opera- would make Uncle Sam the master of 
tors, assemblers and_ middlemen. W~th every milkhouse in the United States. 
the Commodity Credit Corporation Dairy products are currently the best 
standing ready to buy top quality cheese, food buy in America today. Today the 
butter and powder to remove surplus American consumer can buy over three 
milk production from the marketplace, times as much in dairy products for the 
you find that the real incentive for most same hour of labor as he could purchase 
processors to sell their products in the prior to World War II. The facts are 
marketplace has been almost de~troY:ed. that substitute manufacturers will al
You find the best quality manufactured ways be able to cut their prices. They 
dairy products being channeled into will demand the same type of treatment 
Governrp.ent wareh_ouses. · from the Government in the market..-

Milk is not like wheat~ cotton, peanuts, place; therefore always will be in .an 
torn, rice . and tobacco. T~es~ so-called advantageous position to compete With 
basic agricultuJ;al commo~:lities can l;>e dairy products if price was the only 
loaned on, or purchased by the cc_c in consideration. Milk producers ha:ve the 
the form in which they are prqduced. by . best product, but the present dairy price
the farmer. Milk to be .Purchased und~r support program has destroyed the in• 
a support program must be processed centive for selling it. · 
into a storable form. This processing is Third. Milk producers throughout the 
done away from· the farm and for that United States have within their grasp 
reason the Commodity Credit Corpora- the third alternative which is the most 
tion under the 1949 Agr.icultural _ Act, realistic in its approach and will pro-

. must support dairy P!Oducts . through a vide the dairy farmer with the brightest 
middleman. This. 1949 purchase pro- future. I refer, of course, to a self
gram has done almost as much to destroy help dairy stabilization program. This 
dairy markets as the action which . al- self-help program is an amended ver
lowed colored substitutes to be shipped sion of the original dairy program· rec
in interstate commerce. ommended by the National Milk Pro-

. The manufacturers of dairy . products ducers Federation 2 years ago. 
have not incre~sed sales. staffs in the pro- Through conferences which began in 
portion to the sales promotion work my Congressional office in Washington, a 
which has been done by other sections national dairy committee was set up un
of. industry. The plant operator is in a der the sponsorship of the National 
position where . he can always sell to Grange and the National Milk P:roduc
Uncle Sam without lifting a .finger as.far ers Federation. Outstanding dairy lead-

. as sales ·promotion . is concerned. This . ers throughout the United States served 
, lack of sales promotion is the direct re- on· this committee. The results of their 
. suit of a program in which Uncle Sam meetings over a 2-year period convinced 

stands ready to buy dairy products at a them that the legislation which I intra
fixed price. duced ,on January 16, 19!)8, H. R. 10060, 

The 1949 dairy support law also ·.has offers the best hope to our Nation's milk 
shown that milk production cannot be producers for a bright dairy future. · 
effectively controlled through the use of In Wisconsin I have made every effort 
its variable support levels. to get dairy groups together behind a 

THREE ALTERNATIVES ARE AVAILABLE TO 

CONGRESS ' 

The 1958 session of the Congress is 
indeed a critical session for the future 

· of America's dairy farmer. The facts 
clearly show that a new dairy program 
is absolutely essential and vital. There 
are three alternatives Which are open 
to milk producers. · 

First. Remove all price supports and 
let prices fall where they will clear the 
market. This would tend to squeeze out 
farmers with low producing cows and 
high costs of milk production. This 

single program. Only through unity on 
the part of farmers and farm organiza
tions themselves can we meet with suc
cess in securing the necessary legislation 
for a new program. I have asked dairy 
farmers and farm organizations to sub
mit to me their suggested changes in 
H. R. 10060 as introduced. 
PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS OF THE NEW SELF-HELP 

- DAIRY STABILIZATION PROGRAM 

First. The principal provision provides 
for a referendum of milk producers 
which would be conducted by the Secre
tary of Agricultur€: on September 8, 1958, 

to determine whether dairy farmers fa
vor .a dairy-stabilization program oper
ated by a Federal Dairy Stabilization 
Board in accordance with the provisions 
of the act, or continuation of the present 
type of · price-support program operated 
by the Secretary. If a majority of pro
ducers ·voting favored the dairy-stabili
zation program, it would1go into effect 
April 1, 1959. · 

Second. A comprehensive, national 
dairy policy would be established, com
mensurate with the importance of dairy-
ing in the natiorialeconomy~ . 

Third. As a part of the policy declara
tion, the criteria for price ·stabilization 
would include not -only an assurance of 
adequate supplies of milk and dairy 
products for consumers, but a fair re
turn to producers, taking into considera
tion investment, risk, and the labor of 
the producer and his family. · 

Fourth. The dairy stabilization pro
gram will be run by dairy farmers them
selves through a Dairy Stabilization 
Board made up of 15 members selected 
by dairy farrriers. · At least 11 of the 
members must actually be engaged in 
the production of milk. -· 

Fifth. The Stabilization Board would 
support milk·and butterfat prices to pro
ducers at levels to be. established and an
nounced annually by the Board. The 
minimum price for · milk used in manu
factured · dairy products would be $3.8Q 
per hundredweight at national average 
butterfat content. 

Sixth. The Stabilization Board would 
buy and sell domestimilly produced milk! 
butter, cheddar cheese,-nonfat dry milk 
'solids, and other dairy products at such 
prices and in such manner as would en
able 'it to stabilize prices to producers 
at the established levels and · avoid dis
ruption of regular commercial market-
ing channels. . 

Seventh. The program · will be fi
nanced by a single assessment of not to 
exceed 25 cents per hundredweight on 
all milk and butterfat marketed. 
Whenever the tot'al cost of operating 
the stabilization program requires an as
sessment of more than 25 cents per hun
dredweight of milk, · then an alternative 
method would be used employing a nom
inal assessment below 25 cents on all 
milk and butterfat marketed, plus a 
supplemental assessmen~ on all surplus 
milk marketed by individual producers 
through a base-surplus or tw6-pi·ice 
program. 

Eighth. For . the marketing year be
ginning April 1, 1959, prices of milk and 
butterfat would be supported at 90 per
cent of parity, using the manuf~cturing 
milk parity equivalent formula origi
nally used under the Agricultural Act of 
1949, and the marketing assessment to 
producers would be 25 cents per hun
dredweight of milk or milk equivalent. 
Thereafter, decisions with respect to 
price support levels, the use of market'
ing bases, and the amount of market
ing assessment or assessments would be 
made annually by the Board. 

Ninth. All dairy marketing assess
ments withheld from money otherwise 
due milk producers would he remitted 
by processors or handlers to the Com
missioner of Internal Revenue. Re
turns would be filed· and remittances 
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made monthly in accordance with rules port the domestic market price of dairy by the Dairy Stabilization Board to be 
prescribed by the Commissioner. ·· products at 1QO per~ent of parity. Let the price at which it coUld dispose of· 

·Tenth. The proposal provides a strong us, for example, assume that the sup- surplus milk production. 
incentive for farmers to produce {or the port of manufactured dairy products Two years ago the:Dairy Subcommittee 
effective domestic market· at a fair price. at 100 percent of parity, means that of the House Agriculture Committee con

Eleventh. Provides a stimulant ·for you would recei-ve in the free market in ducted hearings in Minnesota and Wis-
increased dairy sales activities. Wisconsin about $4 a hundred, for milk. consin, and ·22 separate proposals were 

Twelfth. Rewards and places a pre- Now let us go to Mr. Farmer's farm. · Let made by dairy groups. The confusion 
mium on efficiency in milk production. · us assume that for the past 3 years he which confronted the Dairy Subcommit-

Thirteenth. Provides an inSulation has averaged to market 30,000 pounds tee cannot b_e continued. The 1949 dairy 
against diverted and Soil Bank acres be- of milk each month. Mr. Farmer's mar,. support law under which we have oper:.. 
ing dumped from the basic commodities ket for the month of January 1958 will ated these past 8 years is clearly not the 
through the establishment of a base in· be 96 percent of the 30,000 · pounds, or answer. · 
accordance with the production records 28,800 pounds. Only on that much milk Mr. Chairman, I repeat again, if we are 
of existing milk producers . . , wiil he be supported at 100 percent of to maintain the family dairy farm in the 

-Fourteenth. Provides no subsidy on parity level; or in Wisconsin, $4 a hun- areas of our Nation ~hie~?- have histori
surplus for export, .thus is far less ob- dred. Any milk he produces over 28,800 call_Y produced ou~ ~Ilk; If we are tr~ly · 

• jectionable than the present price.-sup- pounds will be paid ·for at the surplus - desirous. of ~llevi~tmg the cost-price 
port program or the so~called direct- rate of $1 a hundred squeeze m whiCh mllk producers are cur-
payment program when viewed solely as · .- · · · rently caught, this self-help dairy stabili-
to its effects on our foreign relations and So, If Mr. Far~er . produc~s at the - zation program must be adopted as the 
foreign trade. same rate as he did last y~ar, he would best insurance policy that has been of-

Fifteenth. · This program does not con- hav~ 1,200 pounds for Whlch he would fered for a bright dairy future. 
dition the consumer to unrealistic low r~ceive $1 per hundred. Na~urally he Mr. Chairman, I shall vote for Senate 
prices for dairy products which in the would probably ~eep t~?-at milk on the Joint Resolution 162, because I believe, 
long run could prove disastrous. · farm and feed !t to his c~lv~s or cut as does the Wisconsin Farm Bureau, Wis-

Sixteenth. Provides the same financial out some of his low producmg cows consin Pure Milk Products cooperative, 
advantage. provided by the original self- rather tha~ produce at that rate of Wisconsin ~ Council ·of Agriculture~ the 
help ·bill advocated by the.National Milk return. Wisconsin Farmers Union, the Wisconsin 
Producers Federation, but plac~s major Obviously_if we were to stop here there Creamery Association, and all farm or
cost on the producer of- surplus milk would be an opportunity for Mr. Proces- ganizatio:hs in'Wisconsin, that it is neces
rather than on the producers of all -milk. sor's dairy plant to niake a substantial sary for us to maintain the present price- · 
The only cost assessed to all -milk would financial killing. ~o one would accept support levels for · another year so that 
·be the handling and assembly cost which that proposal. When Mr. Farmer is paid we will have this year to lay the ground
could be met by the small fixed stabiliza- $4 a hundred for 28,800 pounds, however, work in establishing a new dairy program 
tion fee, which under the terms of · my and only $1 a hundred for any ~urplus to · benefit our N_ation's milk producers. 
bill could never exceed · 25 cents per milk he produced~ Mr. Processor· would It is imperative that farmers be given an . 
hundredweight on m-ilk used in tne do~ stand to gain $3 a hundred on the sur- , opportunity to vete on a new dairy pro- -
mestic market. This year 96 percent of plus milk. At the same time the Dairy gram in this year 1958. . · . · 
United States milk production was used Stabilization Board would be losing about Mr. COOLEY. Mr. · Chairman, I think .. 
in the domestic market. · ~ t $3 a hundred in the purchase ' of · milk . it would be well for us to have a vote on : 

Seventeenth. This program will save a~d its disposal. It )VO_uld mean that · the committee amendment to which 1 · 
the Federal ta~:payers over $300 ·million Mr. Proce~sor's dairy plant then would think there is no objection, and I ask for 
a year and is 'the first important step in divide his payment on the surplus milk. a vote on the amendment. 
getting the Federal Government out of between the dairy farmers and the Dairy The ·CHAIRMAN.·. The question is oil 
the dairy business. Stabilization .Board. Mr. Processor's the committee' amendment. 
HOW DAIRY STABILIZATION PROGRAM OPERATES dairy WOUld actually pay at least $4 a The COilllnittee amendment Was agreed 

- · · . . . . h1.mdred for eve:r;y drop of milk it re- to. · · 
If.t~~ - ~~sts of ~dmmistermg_tpe dairy ceived, but for surplus milk the dairy· 

stabillzati~n Pl;'Ogram a~~ estm~a;ted. to . plant would pay $1 to the farmer and _ Mr. HAGEN . . Mr. Chairman, I offer 
exc~eq tpe ~5. _cents dairy. ~tabillZ~~lOn $3 to the Dairy Stabilization Board to un- an amendment . . 
f~e m _the opm10n of t~e Da~ry st~b1llza- derwrite the disposition of surplus milk. The Clerk read ~ ·follows: 
ti_on Board, ti:e tw~-Pn.ce or base_ sur~lus The dairy plant could do anything it 
feature of this legislatiOn would go mto . wanted with this milk because actually 
ef!'ect . by ~rder of . t?e -~_oard. . . . it paid $4 a hundred for all its milk, 

, The _Dairy St~billza~lOn Board wo~ld, which was the minimum market price 
ii!llllediately prior . to e~ch marketi~g in Wisconsin. · · 
quarter, publish a market-surplus ratio! 
At t~e· present . ti~e this~r~tio would be 
approxim~tely . 96 peJ::c~nt, .market and 
.4 percent surplus. In ether words, there 
.would be a dome.stie .market f-or . about . 
96 percent of the national p~oduction, 
if the current rate of production is -con-
tinued. ',. 
. Let us- assume for the· moment that 

Mr. Processor operates a plant in Wis- · 
consin and Mr. Farmer is shipping to 
Mr. Processor's plant. The Dairy Sta
bilization Board has published _the ratio 
for the coming quarter. At the same 
time the Dairy _Stabilization Board an
nounces that all it can get for its sur
plus . milk _in _disposal . op_eratioP,S-re.
lief~foreign trade-indus.trial use a~d 
livestock feed~is appr9~imately $~ per 
hundred. That then will be the. surplus 
price for the coming quarter. . 

At the same time, the Dairy stabiliza
tion Board announces that it wiil ·sup-

DAIRY STABILIZATION PROGRAM INSURES 
BRIGHT FUTURE 

· The Dairy ·Stabilization Board would 
guarantee · dairy farmers a minimum 
price ·of $3:86 for all milk sold for ·do
mestic consumption. · All surplus · milk 
would be· Paid-for oat· not to' exceed the 
actual disposal price on foreign markets, 
in industry or in feeds; and so forth. 
Milk producers would be assigned a base 
quota ar_rive~ at on the basis of his aver
age production · during the preceding 
3-year period. The national quota would 
be determined on the basis of milk needed 
for domestic consumption in any giv~n 
year. If this plan would have been in 
effect during the current marketing year, 
each milk producer in the United States 
would have received a minimum of $3.86 
for 96 percent of the milk he produced. 
On the amount of milk produced over 
and above his · base · or quota, the dairy 
farmer would re~eive a price determineg 

Amendment offered by Mr. HAGEN: On page 
2, lines 5 through 10 after "commodity~• 
strike out "and sections 302, 303, and 304 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1956 (~elating to 
minimum National; State, and farm acreage 
allotments for 1957 and 1958) shall be ex- _ 
tended to apply to each crop of upland cot
ton and rice, respectively, to which this reso- . 
J.Ution is applicable." And on page 2, line 5 
after "commodity" insert a period. 

Mr. HAGEN. Mr. Chairman, this 
resolution -was-the subject ·of a somewhat 
amusing and not very productive discus
sion in our committee. There were no 
witnesses heard either from the 'Depart
ment or from these various· commodity 
groups which are affected by this reso
lution. There are over 20 groups which 
are affected. · 

In preliminary ba.ckgrourid for my 
amendment I . would just' lil~e to point 
out certain things. I think this Con
gress has to face up to the fact. that we 
have two kinds of a farm problem in this 
country. According to 1;he figures of the 
United States census, there are 4,800,-
000 faJlms in. the United States. Of 
those farms which produce sales of com
modities worth $2;500 or over there are 
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onlY 2,100,000, and they produce 90 per· is going to bankrupt him in the interest 
cent of all the farm products produced of the big farmer. 
in tlie United States. The remaining Mr. HAGEN. May I say to the gen· 
2,700,000 farms, which produce products tleman from North Carolina that that 
worth less than $2,500 per year in annual man has been bankrupt under over 30 
gross product, produce only 10 percent of years of farm programs. He is in the 
the total farm product in the United same position he has always been in. I 
States. should like to devise a program to help 

I think it is time that when we draft a him. I really would, but I do not want 
farm program we decide whose interests to devise a program to help him that 
we are looking after, those farmers who takes it out of the hide of the small 
produce 90 percent of the food and fiber farmer who can make an efficient living 
for our population or those farmers who on the farm. That is exactly what we 
produce only 10 percent of the food and are doing by dealings of this kind, 
fiber for our population. In the latter Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
instance we certainly need some kind of move to strike out the last word. 
a special relief program, but it should Mr. Chairman, the Newark Evening 
not be obtained by tinkering around with News, of Newark, N.J., last Sunday de
these various commodities to the disad- scribed the measure now before us as "A 
vantage of that farm -population which direct attack on the pay envelopes of 
produces 90 percent of our product. urban consumers.', 

There has been a lot of talk about our This newspaper brands as most illogi-
disappearing farm population. _ In our cal the arguments of those who call this 
recent history the only time that our crop-support freeze an antirecession bill 
farm population has increased has been because they are in the main those most 
during a period of depression. As the vociferous now in demanding income
country becomes increasingly prosperous tax cuts so that consumers will have 
our farm population increasingly de- more money to spend and excise-tax 
clines. There has been, I might add, a cuts so the prices of manufactured goods 
continuous decrease in our farm popu- can be lowered. 
lation -since the ye~r .1935. There is How does the great American Farm 
nothing at all unusual about that. The Bureau stand on the issue before us? I 
size of our farms has grown larger as the hold. in my hand a telegram sent me 2 · 
technology has improved. . days ago by Charles B. Shuman, presi-

With respect to this particular pro· ' dent of the American Farm Bureau, 
posal, which deals with over 20 commodi· reading as follows: 
ties., there was no evidence taken, as I Senate Joint Resolution 162, amended, 
have said, to know what the wish of the rigidly fixing price supports and acreage al
growers or producers of each of thes.e' · Iotments, is against the long-time interest 
commodities is with respect to t):lis legis- of fariD:ers and should not 'be approved. 
lation. I know that it affects rice. It is 
my recollection that the desire of the Tbe Passaic <N.J.) Herald News in my 

this-bill-because no hearings were held 
thereon. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would 
be just another disaster, I fear, for the 
small farmers of America; and my col
league from southeast Missouri [Mr. 
JoNES] will take good care of it in due 
time. 

I rise to talk right now about the most 
disturbing thing of all in this debate 
this afternoon-this pitting of city dis
tricts against country districts and con.:. 
sumers against farmers at a time when 
the very survival of America requires 
unity. 

Let us be honest-you folks who rep
resent city people-let us face some facts. 
You say you are helping your people by 
voting against the farmers of America. 
Well, let me tell you how you are helping 
them. 

Twelve to fifteen percent of American 
families buy a new car each year. This 
past fall we did a survey of a cross sec
tion of farm families in southwest Mis· 
souri. Here is what that survey showed
and mark these words- well-anyone of 
you who has an automobile assembly 
plant in your district-three-tenths of 1 
percent ·of our farm families bought a 
new car in 195.7. You cannot buy $3,000 
Chevrolets with $3 milk. You cannot 
be city prosperous and country broke. 
It never worked and it never will. 

I have seen trade publications re
cently estimating that automobile man
ufacturers and dealers .lost the sale of 
hundreds of thousands of automobiles 
and trucks in 1956 and 1957 in the rural 
areas of America. Estimates range as 
high as 500,000 units. Farmers either 

California ricegrowers is to have a rea- district, March 15, editorially describes 
sonable price support and have more the passage of such a bill as the one now 
acreage. This proposal raises ~he sup- before us as "a defeat for the American 
port level for California rice, so I would public" and holds "a veto by President 
assume that this measure is objection- Eisenhower· will certainly be in our na
able to the California ricegrowers. - This tiona! interest." 
is an example for treating each of these - -Mr. Chairman, how can we approve 
commodities separately Jn .resolutions· of this bill today when we read in the New 
this kind. York Herald Tribune of this very morn-

To get more specifically tQ my amend- ing that Washington tomorrow morning 
ment, I would strike out of this resolu- is expected to announce that consumer 
tion a proviso. which would extend into prices have reached an alltime high? 
1959 a special increase in the ·national Yes; I represent a consumer district
acreage allotment· of cotton of some one beset by unemployment currently 
194,000 acres. These acres will go to causing real hardship, and yet the pro· 
this group of farmers· who produce less ponents of this measure are now asking 
than 10 percent of our total production. me to go along with a bill which will cost · 
They are the least efficient farmers in an estimated $300 million a year more. 
the United States. They are the great- Breaking this down into individual dis
est burden on the farm population and tricts, they may contend that the cost 
on the Federal Government. per district will average only $700,000. 

· cannot afford tc buy or they are afraid 
to buy because their faith in the fu- -
ture has been badly shaken . . Yet, if 
we do not pass this resolution and .if 
we do not call a halt to this Benson 
policy, it· may be still more thousands 
of lost sales on automobiles, steel, ap
pliances, and other consumer goods this 
year. 

Mr. COOLEY.· Mr. Chairman, will the My answer to that is-this is an in-
gentleman yield? creased burden that my people simply 

Mr. HAGEN. I yield to the gentle- cannot meet. 
man from North Carolina. Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
- Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman has Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

now made it perfectly clear that the · Mr. CANFIELD. I am glad to yield 
purpose of his amendment is to take to my colleague from New Jersey. 
cotton from the little cottongrower and Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. One 
give it to the big cottongrower. thing about this that disturbs me very 

Mr. HAGEN. In response to the gen· greatly, is the evidence, which I submit 
tleman,s question--. to my distinguished colleague, that food 

Mr. COOLEY. Is not that what the prices are 103 percent of what they were 
gentleman has just said? in 1951 and that the farmer's income is 

Mr. HAGEN. I am taking it from the down 81 percent of what it was. 
so-called 4-aere- · Mr. · CANFIELD. I am sorry that my 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right', the friend and colleague from New Jersey 
little, inefficient man. The gentleman; was not able to attend the hearings on 

-This resolution is not in any sense -a 
long-range answer to farm problems, and 
I do not think anybody pretends that it 
is. It is not a long-range answer any 
more than the emergency housing pro-
gram otJers permanent answers 'to hous
ing problems. This resolution is an at
tempt to hold whatever ground there is 
left under American agriculture so that 
we will have some kind of foundation 
upon which to rebuild. . 

To those who feef they must vote 
against this resolution on p:finciple let 
me ask: Do you think you are voting 
against the principle of price supports? 

The Benson program is not to elimi
nate price supports. He likes them so 
well he even extends them to the non .. 
complying corn farmers, people who did 
not sign up for them in the first place. 

Benson wants price supports, but he 
wants them on his own terms-high
minded low-priced terms. Low enough 
to keep the farmers sullen but not low 
enough to make them openly mutinous. 

. 
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Your choice is between the 'low.Ben- driving farm purchasing power still amendment you would take · out those 

son price supports of 1957, or the new lower? . · people on the small farms who actually 
low, low Benson price -supports of 1~58. Even in this era of 'incredible incon- need the he~p;· that is what you will do 
Which do you think is the worse anti- sistency, there must be some retribution if you · do not vote against the amend-
recession medicine? for such blatant selfishness. ment. · 

If you feel that you are voting-against It is pathetic that the Congress must Mr; Chairman, I yield -back the bal-
farm surpluses in Government ware- even consider a measure of this kind. ance of my time. 
houses by voting against this resolution, All this time, all this effort, all this · Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
may I suggest you reconsider. The struggle not to improve the farm situa- to strike out the last word and rise in 
Government will acquire at -least- as tion, not· to get something new and bet- support of the Hagen amendment. 
many if not more dairy products;· wheat, ter, but just to keep a bad situation from -Mr. Chairman, our colleague the gen
and everything. else at the new low, low becoming unbearable. But, it must be tleman from California fMr. HAGEN] 
Benson price. support 1958 figure . than done, because we have a Secretary of· has pointed out very clearly one of the 
the Government acquired in 1957. - - Agriculture who ·is hopelessly out of tune · inconsistencies of this -maneuver, Senate 
· So, do not let anybody fool you into with the times-even out of tune with Resolution 162-I shall not -call it an: 

believing . that you are voting against the rest of the President's Cabinet. agriculture bill. His cotton farmers 
food and fiber. stockpiles in Government . Almost everybody agrees now that the have not had even an opportunity to ap
warehouses if you vote against this reso- American economy is in some stage of· pear or to plead their case before the -
lution. . ill· health. · And the good doctors are great House Committee on Agriculture. 

By the way, .did you rea<t the. interest- dragging out the antirecession remedies. This measure has been rushed· through. 
ing stockpile figures that Missouri's Over in the Federal Reserve, they are We do not know what we are going into 
STUART SYMINGTON included in the REc- giving the patient lower . bank-reserve if we pass this measure. 
ORD on March 14 of this year? requirements, lower rediscount rates, and - They want-.the price supports lowered 

Stockpile data on ~trategic materials lower margin requirements for investors. to 60 percent so they save their grow
and machine tool inventory now ,in Gov:- · In housing, they are giving the patient ing market and sell their cotton as Sec
ernment storage .total $12.6 billion, and lower downpayments _and longer _terms.- retary Benson·recomniends. They want: 
the Kansas City f;tar. says: Yesterday, this House rushed - through more acres. . . . · 

The reaL purpose of this huge expenditure an emergency housing program totaling · This _shows up very plainly the incon- · 
now is to support prices for various indus- more than $1 billion. · sistency -ln this freeze order, and also 
tries. The Defense Department is being -why we should .have given people such as 

Government food and fiber stockpiles 
stal)d at $5.6 billion phis loan pledges 
that could run $1.6 billion ·maximum. 
Yet in niany ·quarters, it ls sinful to sup
port food and· fiber prices ·by accumu-
fating stockpiles. , . . · · 6 

:: · ' ' But you are riot voting for · or against 
Government stockpiles here;· Under the 
Benson low prices of 1957 or the Benson· 
I<nv; low prices of 1958, you -will"get Gov-. 
ernment food and fiber -acquisitions. . 
· Now; to those who feel they must ·vote 

against this resolution because they be- . 
lieve 'the phony . propaganda that ·Ezra 
Benson is riding a · big. white charger in 
behalf of · lower food prices for con-. 
sumers, let ine · say this: · Mr. Benson 
kriows that lower farm prices do not 
bririg lower .food prices. 

Look at the dairY industry. Between-
1954 and i957~ milk-support ·prices went 
down 13.1 percent; but consumer prices · 
went UP 9.3 percent on dairy products. · 

No one can show that the consumer· 
will save a fraction .of a pe'nny on a bot- · 
tie of milk if you reduce dairy . support 
prices to $3 a hundred. SOOner or later, 
the transporters, processors, and dis-. 
tributors Will absorb the difference. 

If Mr. Benson reduces the price of 
wheat 22 cents ·a bushel, it won't affect 
the price . of _bread three-tenths of a 
penny. Wheat is only a small portion of 
the cost of bread. · 

And,' incidentally, if low food prices 
are essential to prosperity, this Nation 
must have been really prosperous in 1932, 
because food prices were never cheaper 
than then. If that's the kind of pros
perity you want, why don't you get food 
prices really cheap? 

How can a man vote for minimum 
wages for factory workers and · deny 
them to farmers? How can a man vote 
for stockpiles of metals and machinery 
to-support industry and decry stockpiles 
of food and.fiber? How-can a man.plead 
for. antirece_ssion measures in ho.using, 
public works, and tax reductions and let 
Ezra Benson deepen the recession by 

urged to accelerate military construction; tho~e represented hy the gentleman from 
The Corps of F,;ngineers is. being urged to California [!\Jr. HAGEN] a chance to pre-
acc~lerate authorized public works. _ , sent their case. · · 
. Obviously, the rising unemployment. _We have the, anomaly where the com

figures ·hav:e . been the ."economic sput- modities that have received the most 
nik" that may slowly but surely arouse_ help, -wheat and cott_on, are· in the worst 
o:ijicial Washington to action on the cond,i~ion, and those that are in the best 
recession _front. -~ . .. _. ___ _ . ! . c.onQ.i~1ori ·receiving_ ~lmosf' no help .at_ 

But not -in the Department of . Agri-- all. · · Why cause them still more grief 
culture. . by ~vmg tnem more of the same thing' 
. Qver there, for some strange reason, that is ruinipg -their industry? _ - .. .. 
Mr. Benson persists in leading the Pres- . With regard to .this -being-more or less 
i_dept 180 degrees in the opposite direc- a measure t'o heip the ~farmer, the farm
tion of every other department of Gov- ers w.e . want to help the most will re-· 
ernment . .. ·The . Benson . antirecession - ceive very little help because three.:.fifths 
remedy is the strangest ever prescribed: of _ all the farmers produce ·only 9 
Lower farm purchasing . power, lower percent of all our commodities. - Ninety
farm wages and profits . . Today, we have one percent of .. this ·aid will go to the big 
a chance to call a halt to ·such folly. . people who do not need it. That Is .why 

Our votes today will be our individtutl I say it is a case of the Swiss cheese 
answers to these questions: nd you want' having .the ven_tilation but the Limburger: 

. . - - cheese tliat needs it; 
farm wages to go down from 43 cents If we warit to do something to help the. 
an hour to 35 cents or 33 cents? Do you · 
want to sell still fewer automobiles, less small farmers we should consider further 
farm machinery, less· steel, and fewer the proposition advanced by the gentle- . 
home appliances in rural areas? man from New York. [Mr. _.t\,NFUSo] ~ · the 

If SO, vote against this resolution. . food-stamp plan, or something similar 
to it. Then we will get rid of our sur.; 

But let me repeat: Np economy can be pluses and help the people who need 
really healthy on $3,000 Chevrolets and heip. · _ . · · _ -
$3 milk. · You can't be city-prosperous In_ that way we will eat up the sur-
and country-broke. pluses and save the farmers' market and 

Let's call a halt to this Benson mad- prices. · . · 
ness while there is ·still some semblance If we take ·a little time, we can· bring 
of a foundation-left on which to rebuild· out something much better than this 
American agriculture. :Let's -pass this maneuver which has been rushed to the 
legislation as a stopgap and then pro- fioor for consideration. We have our 
ceed immediately with longer range, committees that have been· working and 
more constructive action. are doing a good job and _they will report 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- something. much better than this resolu-
man, I rise in oppos~tion to the pro tion. . 
forma amendment and rise in opposition Mr. HAGEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
to t:Q.e amendment. gentleman yield? _ 

Mr. Chairman, I shall take but a Mr. DIXON. I yield to the gentleman 
minute on this amendment offered by the from California. . , 
gentleman from California [Mr. HAGEN].. Mr. HAGEN. With reference to my 
I think you . believe in fairness and amendment, this. proposal would continue 
equity. _All we are. attempting in this the minimum acreage. allotment for cot
bill-is to preserve and to see that we do ton · for t:Q.e year 1959. The effect of my 
not redu~ the price supports on acreage amendment is to strike out 194,000 acres 
allotments of 1957. If you adopt this of production which was added by these 
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special provisions. It would tend to re
fute the possibilities of piling up sur
pluses. 

Mr. DIXON. That would ruin your 
market like the freeze order would ruin 
the market in other commodities. If we 
take a little more time and have con
fidence in -our committees, we might come 
out with something better. 
· It reminds me of Mark Twain and 
Harrison in their "Tramp Abroad." 
They trained, they bought special shoes, 
they took special diets, and purchased 
special clothing for the hike. When they 
got up at sunrise on the day set to start 
they felt so fit that they were sorry that 
they had only one continent to cross. 
But as they were walking through the 
park they heard the continental train 
whistle. They rar.. and caught the train. 

That is what we are doing in our com
mittee. These fine subcommittees were 
working out something acceptable, but 
all of a sudden we junk what they are 
doing and rush -into this ill-advised ma
neuver to put every:thing in a deep freeze. 

Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Chair-
111an, will the gentlema-l:t yield? 

Mr. DIXON. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I want to endorse 'the sentiments 
as expressed by the gentleman from 
Utah. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak. 
furthe:t from the point of view of the 
city dweller. 

Since the enactment of the price sup
port legislation during the Ne·w Oeal 
days, the ;people of my disti·ict have lit
eralh' paid out of their pockets millions 
of dollars to make sure the farmers of 
the country received high prices for their 
produce. The legislation under consid
eration today would perpetuate ~his as-
surance. . 
. While I realize that it is not always 

possible to measure individual return 
from a Federal 'program, I would still 
like to know that my ·tax dollars are be-· 
ing spent wisely in promoting the wel
fare of others: In the ·.case of the farm 
support program, I have no such assur..; 
ance. · 

On the contrary, these farm programs 
over the years have returned nothing to 
the taxpayer except higher prices on the 
food he buys. 

A wage earner making $6,000 a year, 
for example, shells out $11.49 every year 
to support the price of wheat. In return, 
he gets nothing except a higher price tag 
on the bread · he buys-roughly $20 a 
year higher than otherwise. To support 
all the agricultural programs, including 
wheat, he pays out more than $56 a year. 
A person making between $8,000 and 
$10,000 a year pays out about $130 annu
ally for farm support prognuns and gets 
higher prices in return. 

I would be all for freezing farm price 
supports at the 1957 level, Mr. Speaker, 
if we could at the same time freez·e the 
prices the consumer pays in the market 
place at the 1957 level. Otherwise, I will 
be forced to vote against this legisl~tion. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words 
in order to ask the majority leader what 
the program for the balance of this week 

will be and what the program for next 
week will be. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, if 
this bill is disposed of today, we will go 
over until Monday, 

The program for next week follows: 
Monday is District Day, but I am in

formed there are no bills to be called up 
for consideration. 

Then there will be the bill H. R. 11470, 
the military pay raise bill. 

On Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, 
and Friday there will be considered the 
independent offices appropriation bill, 
and .H. R. 8290, the Freedom Monument 
matter. 
, I understand that on Thursday the 

Labor and Health, Education, and Wel
fare appropriation bill will be brought 
up for consideration. . 

There are the usual reservations that 
conference reports may be brought up 
at any time, and any further program 
will be announced. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
, Mr. MARTIN. I yield to the gentle

man from Illinois. 
Mr. ARENDS. I spoke to the gentle

man from Texas . [Mr. KILDAY] about 
the military pay raise bill that will come . 
up on Monday for general debate. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. 
. Mr: ARENDS. I got the impression 

from him that we would h,ave general 
debate only on Monday, and if a rollcall 
were demanded that would go over until 
Tuesday. 

Mr. McCORMAC.K. There may have 
oeen some talk that if there is a rollcall 
it will go over until Tuesday. I heard 
something · about that myself, and it is 
perfectly agreeable to me if it is agree
able to the gentleman from Massachu
setts. 

We have an appropriation bill coming 
up on Tuesday, and I think we should 
go rfght along with the pay raise bill. 
0f course, if it · is not finished on Mon
day; it will continue on Tuesday, and 
the appropriation bill will follow. Is it 
agreeable to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts that if there · are any ;rollcalls 
on Monday they can go over until Tues-
d ? ' ' ay . 

Mr. MARTIN. That is all right with 
me, but I do not think there is any need· 
for a rollcall if we are all in favor of it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I agree with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. BREEDING; . Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pending amend-
ment. · 

Mr. Chairman, it is a distinct privi
lege for me to be here and to join with 
my distinguished colleagues in support 
of Senate Joint Resolution 162. I am 
opposed to the pending amendment be
cause I think it would defeat the pur
pose of Senate Joint Resolution 162. 

Mr. Chairman, I favor strongly the 
passage of this Senate-approved resolu
tion, Senate Joint Resolution 162, which 
would have the effect of holding agricul
tural price-support levels for 1958 at a 
point no lower than those in operation 
during 1957. The measure~ in addition, 
would freeze acreage allotments for 1959 
at 1958 levels. 
' I have said repeatedly, Mr. Chairman, 
that I, as a farm State representative, 

want no part of the Secretary of Agri
culture sliding scale of parity, particu
larly when he wants to slide all the way 
down to 60 percent. · 

I flnd it inconceivable, Mr. Chairman, 
that in the face of an across-the-board 
economic recession, with which this 
country is currently plagued, Mr. Benson 
would want to further squeeze the in
come of· so large a segment of our na
tional economy. I am referring spe
cifically to the Nation's farmer. 

Only this very morning, the respected 
New York Herald Tribune carried a front 
page story which spotlighted the con
tinuing climb in unemployment figures, 
and continually climbing living costs. 
- We must hold the line somewhere, Mr. 

Speaker. The marginal farmer is being 
forced off the farm and into the city; 
people engaged in the basic pursuit of 
f-arming are being driven off their farms 
primarily because of an economic squeeze 
caused by the heavy prices they are com
pelled to pay as compared to the light 
prices they -receive. The farmer is buy
ing his necessities at prices which are 
approximately 125 to 140 percent of 
parity, while Secretary Benson, and this 
administration, advocate dropping agri
cultural price supports to a low of 60 
percent. 

It just does not make sense, Mr. 
Speaker. While the Congress is being 
deluged with legislative proposals and 
programs designed to offset this present 
national economic slump by providing 
increased purchasing power for the con
sumer, we, from the farm areas of the 
country, are being forced to fight not 
only for increased spending power and 
income but to keep what we have from 
being taken a way from us. 

Permit me to say, MJ;". Speaker, that I 
:find the administration's antirecession 
course · of action totally confusing, es
pecially in its approach to the economic 
relief of our agricultural population. In
deed, there appears to be no farm-relief 
course of action at all. · 

The Congress and, I presume, the 
White House both are considering pro
posals to expand the highway construc
tion· program, to extend jobless benefit 
payments, to increase local and Federal 
public works projects, among other emer
gency programs. The House, only yes
terday, passed with ~xtraordinary speed, 
an almost $2 billion home-building 
measure . . We are constantly pouring 
funds into the Defense. Establishment. 
Yet, when it comes to the farmer, we find 
Mr. Benson, and this administration, 
standing firm in their resolve to cut the 
farmer's income by lowering pric~ sup
ports 15 percent below its present base 
level. 

I would say, let's approve this tempo
rary hold-the-line resolution until we 
can devise a better method for relieving 
the economic plight of the farmer. 

Further I would like to say, it has 
been mentioned here today that this 
resolution, 'if adopted, would guarantee 
the wheat farmers of America $222 mil
lion more income. For the life of me I 
cannot see how anyone who lives in a 
wheat area would not support such a 
resolution, especially because of the fact 
that for 5 long y-ears we have been going 

I 
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down with the price of wheat. Certainly 
we cannot go any further. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, wi,ll the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BREEDING. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to compliment the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. BREEDING] 
on the fine way in which he is represent
ing the people of his great wheat
growing district. I want to associate 
myself with him in his remarks in view 
of the fact that the gentleman from 
Kansas represents the only other district 
in the United States that ean compare 
with my own eastern district of Mon
tana in wheat acreage. Today and 
every day the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. BREEDING] is doing a great job for 
Kansas. 

I would like to suggest to those who are 
saying that we should not approve this 
resolution because of a possible Presi
dential veto, that if the commentators 
have correctly reported certain Repub
lican conferences then the gentlemen on 
the other side of the aisle themselves ex
pect that after the people get through 
expressing their opinion of Benson and 
the Republican farm policy at the polls 
in 1960 they will probably have enough 
votes to override the President's veto. 

Mr. BREEDING. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mrs. PFOST. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re:
marks at this point in the REcORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there obj~ction 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Idaho? - · 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. PFOST. Mr. Chairman, I have 

asked f.or -this time to call to the atten
tion of some of the Members facts which 
they may be overlooking in the debate em 
the .resolution to freeze farm price sup
ports and acreage allotments at 1957 
levels. 

Some Members representing urban 
areas seem concerned that freezing price 
supports might raise the price of food to 
the consumers. This, of course, is not 
the ease. 

The cost of food is up almost 2 percent 
over 1952-but farm income is down 20 
percent. Any increases in the cost of 
food have not been going into the farm
er's pockets-you may be sure of that. 

The farmer's share of the food dollar 
has been dropping steadily. It was 47 
percent in 1952, and it is down now to 39 
percent. The packers, the processors, 
and the chain retailers get most of the 
rest of that dollar. Even they have 
ceased to try to blame the farmers for 
high food costs. 

Some of them have been making 
stratospheric profits. 

Borden Co., for example, reported 
profits, after taxes, of $17.6 million in 
1952; in 1956, the company made $23.6 
million_. This is a $6 million increase in 
4 years-in other words, an increase of 
33.8 percent. 

Yet in the 2 years iollowing Secretary 
of Agriculture Benson's order dropping 
dairy price supports from 90 to 75 per
cent of parity-that is, between April 1, 
1954, and April 1, 1956, milk producers 

in my State of Idaho lost $14 million. 
In addition, the value of dairy cows in 
the State declined about $18 million. 

In 1956, National Dairy Products Corp. 
reported a profit of $41.7 million-a 50 
percent increase over 1952. 

In the same year, Beatrice Foods Co. 
reported a profit of $7.7 million-an 83 
percent increase over 1952. 

Meatpackers were doing as well-or 
better-during the same period. 

The Cudahy Packing Co., as a sample, 
reported a $7 million loss in 1952, but 
a $6.1 million profit in 1956-an in
crease of 186 percent. 

Armour & Co. made $7.1 million in 
1952 and $14.6 million in 1956. 

Safeway's profits rose from $7.3 mil
lion in 1952 to $25.4 million in 1956-a 
246 percent increase. 

Mr. Speaker, the plain fact is that 
the higher prices the consumers have 
been paying recently have no relation to 
what the farmer has been getting Jor 
his product. Freezing farm price sup
ports at the 1957 levels will not cost the 
consumers one single extra penny. 

The truth of the matter is that the 
man on the farm and the worker in the 
city are mutually dependent one upon 
the other for their economic well-being. 
The city dweller has just as ,great a 
stake in the bill before us today as the 
farmer has. _ 

When farm prices drop, and the farm
er's buying power is reduced, unemploy
ment lines begin to grow in the factory 
cities. Farmers are a larger user of 
steel than the automobile industry. 
Dairy farmers buy more wheel machin
ery than any other segment of the 
American economy. This means that 
when farm buying power goes down it 
hits jobs in the cities producing trucks, 
tractors, automobiles, corrugators, rakes, 
binders, bailers, and so forth. 

When farm income .goes down too far, 
those unemployment lines begin to fill 
up with people from all types of trades 
and services. And soon the retail 
stores-and particularly the small 
ones-advertise bankruptcy sales, and 
their doors go dark. 

There is no doubt but that the pres
ent recession is farm fed and farm led. 
One of the best ways to check the down
ward trend is to at least keep farm 
price supports at their present levels
a still better way would be to increase 
them. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope we can dispose 
of the Hagen amendment by sending it 
to the burial to which it is entitled. I 
recognize that at times it becomes the 
duty of any Representative to represent 
his own area and his own State even to 
a point beyond his own wishes. I regret 
that our colleague on the committee has 
felt that his obligation required him, in 
doing that, to do an injustice to such 
a large and such a helpless group of in
dividuals. 

About 2 years ago the Congress estab
lished 100,000 acres of cotton above and 
beyond the national allotment. It is not 
a. part of the national allotment. It 
was never allotted to any State in the 
Union and it should not be ·allotted tG 
any State in the Union. It was pro-

vided to take care or- those very small 
farmers who have less than 4 acres o! 
cotton allotted to them. Very few of 
them are in my area. Most of them lie 
east of the- Mississippi River. Most of 
them are in the area where those 4 acres 
of cotton are the chief item of income 
for a whole family. This amounts to 
$400 or $500, maybe $600 or $700; $600 
or $700 at most total cash income of that 
family. 

We tried to say that those people who 
had that very small allotment should 
not be cut down to 3 or to 2¥2 acres. 
That is what these 100,000 acres were 
for. That is what the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HAGEN] would destroy 
with his amendment. 

He told you so when-he answered the 
question of the chairman of the com
mittee. He calls them "inefficient'' 
farmers. Doubtless they are inefficient. 
Who is not inefficient who is in that 
degree of poverty? Do you find the most 
-efficient workmen, the most efficient ar
tisans, doing the least desirable jobs in 
your great cities? Do you find the most 
efficient employed in the low-paid in
dustries of your cities? 

Mr. HAGEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HAGEN. Let me give the gentle
man an illustration: He admits the 
farmer with 5 acres of cotton is virtually 
in the same position as the farmer with 
4 acres of cotton. By giving this 4-acre 
farmer a special allotment you are 
penalizing that man with 5 acres, be
cause it means his right to produce is 
limited that many years more because 
you are adding to the surplus every acre 
you add to the national acreage allot
'ment. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman has 
misunderstood the whole purpose of the 
100,000 acres. We gave the 100,000 acres 
over and above the national allotment 
for doing exactly the thing the gentle
man has pointed out. Had we taken it 
away from these farmers of more than 
5 acres he would have been correct, but 
we did not do that. We did not take 
this 100,000 acres from any State and 
we never gave them to any State. This 
100,000 acres of cotton has been used 
for the last 2 years to help the people 
who need help the most, the least opulent 
farmers in the United States. 

Does the gentleman want to be guilty 
of contributing to taking away the little 
bit that those poor people have? I 
am talking to you on my side of the aisle. 
I heard the laughs, I heard the sneers, 
I heard the handclapping on the other 
side of the aisle. I know how some other 
people have decided to vote. I hope 
they may change their minds. But I 
am talking to you who want to do jus
tice to all groups of farmers. Take this 
proposition. Read it. lt proposes to 
strike out the continuation of three pro
visions, the nrst of which gives us this 
100,000 for the small farmers. The next 
.says that no State shall be cut below 
99 percent of its cotton base ahd below 
85 percent in the case of rice. This 
amendment woul-d simply take these 
acres from the small farmers of the 
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southeast and move them to the large 
farmers of the Southwest. 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last , wbrd, and ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

without any bitterness of rancor of any 
kind. I should like to give you some 
facts here that I believe are correct, for 
your consideration. These facts were 

·presented in a booklet by Mr. Z. H. Law-
ter, secretary of the Oklahoma Farmers 
Union. He calls them verified facts. 
This is what he says, among other 
things. 

In speaking of subsidies, that the Gov
ernment losses for manufacturers' sub
sidies from 1933 to 1955 were $40.8 bil
lion. . Government losses to shipping 
and airline subsidies, 1933 to 1955, were 
$5 billion. Government losses for the 
farm price-support program from 1933 
to 1955 were $1.2 billion. 

In addition to the above he stated 
"many other industries and businesses 
were also subsidized." He gives his 
source here as the. CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD, volume 102, part 1, page 457. Then 
he adds that when total subsidies to all 
groups are considered· over the past 50 

·years only $5 out of each $1,000 has gorie 
to the farmer. 

I do not know that those figures are 
correct. You can check and see whether 

·or · not they are, but I believe· they are 
correct, and I feel certain they are sub
stantially correct. 

I am not against these subsidies my
self. I want to see all of America' pros
perous. I am not against any fair tariff. 
I am glad our manufacturers in this 
country have a tariff to protect them 
and those to whom they give employ
ment. I want to see the great industrial 
East prOsperous. · I do truly and sin
cerely. I want to see all of our country 

. prosperous. But it does seem to me, and 
I ask you this question in all sincerity, 
as I say, without any bitterness; ·without 
any rancor, without any partisanship of 
any kind, do you not think it is sort of 
lopsided that the manufacturers during 
the period mentioned received $40.8 bil
lion, to support their prices, and the 
!arn:1ers only $1.~ billion? Do you not 
think that was a little bit unfair to the 
farmers to start with? 

If this resolution is not passed, the 
farmer is going to take it on the chin 
further. Do we not all remember that 
when the great depression came on us 
in the early thirties it started on the 
farm? Low farm prices. All right, we 
are in a recession now. Let us not call 
it a depression. And, I certainly do not 
want to make it appear any worse than 
it is. I am. not going to add to it by any 
intentional psychological move myself. 
I do not want to talk about it any more 
than necessary. I want us to act and 
help stop it. I think it is the duty of all 
of us to try to our very utmost to stop it. 
I am ~fraid, if we do not pass this meas
ure, and some other measures as well, 
we are going to go right pack into a 
serious depression. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

. Mr, MORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. With reference to the 

pending amendment, upon which we are 
now about to vote, the clear purpose 
of the amendment is to take this acreage 
away from the little cotton farmer and 
give it to the big one; is it not? 

Mr. MORRIS. That is exactly the way 
I view it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. HAGEN]. 

The question was taken; and on · a 
division (demanded by Mr. HAGEN, of 
California), there were-ayes, · 41; noes, 
99. . 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. TEWES. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

. Amendment offered by Mrs. TEwEs, of Wis
consin; Strike out all of the resolution be
ginning on line 3, page 1, and substitute 
therefor the following: "That in order to 
prevent reductions i~ support prices for dairy 
products prior to consideration by Congress 
of such changes in the price-support laws 
as may be necessary at this time-

"(1) the support price (in terms of dol
lars and cents) for dairy products shall not 
be less .than that available for such com
modity during the marketing year or season 
which began in 1957. 

"The resolution shall be effective only for 
the marketing year which begins in 1958, 
or until repealed, whichever date is earlier. 

"Amend the title so as to read:' Joint reso·
lution to stay temporarily any reduction in 
support prices for dairy products." 

Mr. TE\VES. Mr. Chairman, the sig
nificance of this amendment is that it 
strikes from the bill all commodities ex
cept dairying. I stand before you as one 
who believes that our present farm-sup
port programs are not the answer to the 
problems of agriculture. I stand b~f<,>re 
you representing farmers from a great 
dairy State who, by and large, believe 
the same thing. We have demonstrated 
on many occasions our willingness to 
solve our own problems. We have pend
ing before this Congress permanent leg'
islation, self-help in nature, which would 
go a long way toward taking the Govern
ment out of dairying. My purpose now 
is to as~ for a temporary extension of 
the pre~ent program, until we can pass 
such self-help measures. The dairy in
dustry is in difficulty and presents us 
with sociological as well as economic 
problems. Let me give you one illustra
tion. Fifty percent of the farmers na
tionwide produce something like 10 per
cent of all the food. The dairy industry 
has succeeded in reducing its surplus 
well below that of any-other commodity. 
But we still have a 5-percent surplus. 
Twenty-five percent of the existing dairy 
fal~mers would probably be forced out of 
business at once, if we. were suddenly to 
equate supply and demand. This would 
hit Wisconsin particularly hard because 
much of our milk is in the surplus cate
gory. Not all of this is our fault. Other 
States have deliberately forced .us to 
bury our surplus by ringing their States 
with laws intended to protect their own 
farmers. It is these hardships which 
compel us to seek a little more time. 

It has been said here that to vote 
against temporary extension of the dairy 

.supports will benefit the consumer. If 
this measure is defeated, the price of 
-milk will drop one-half penny a quart. 

Is there any man in the House who 
believes that that half cent will be passed 
on to the consumer? 

It has been intimated that this freeze 
is a freeze at a luxury price to the farmer. 
The very opposite is true. At $3.25 a 
hundredweight farmers are going out of 
business in Wisconsin. . We are asking 
nothing, except that we be given an op
portunity to meet the economic changes 
in an orderly fashion. 

I realize that with · this amendment I 
am intruding on one of the accepted tra
ditions of this body. It has been said 
that the omnibus approach, lumping to
gether all the commodities, is the way 
to succeed in the House. I do not agree 
although my small experience makes my 
statement presumptuous. I have every 
confidence that this House will act fairly 
in the case of all these commodities if 
they are presented one commodity at a 
time. 

The dairy farmers are in difficulty. 
They have a just request. If their case 
is presented to the Members here I am 
sure they can have the relief they 
require. 

Actually an analysis of this measure 
i!1-dicates quite clearly that this is really 
a cotton bill. Dairying is · in trouble; 
dairying · needs help on the flrst of April. 
In order to provide such help for a legiti
mate cause, we must accept questionable 
provisions for cotton,-- whic:t~ · has · rio 
urgent necessity at all. 

Therein lies the difficulty of commod
ity approach; therein lies the patent un
fairness of the omnibus approach. We 
find ourselves forced to accept · legisla
tion which covers many other commod;_ 
ities and programs which have no rela.:. 
tionship to the urgent matters which 
require our · attention. This is in no· 
sense of the word an effort to pit com
m.odity against commodity; -it is an at
tempt to do our legislating free of 
extraneous pressures and in a way which 
my constituents expect. What are the 
problems of dairying? What are the 
problems of cotton? What are the prob
lems of wheat? I think it is wise for the 
House ·to attack these problems singly. 
My amendment is such -ail attempt. I 
urge its adoption. 

Mr. TALLE." · Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEWES. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa. · 

Mr. TALLE. I commend the gentle
man from Wisconsin for his interest in 
the dairy industry. 

For several years the dairy people 
have made a tremendous effort to solve 
their own problems. They have will
ingly taxed themselves in a self-help 
effort to put their industry on a sound 
basis. They have come a long way and, 
if given a little more time, I am con
vinced they will be able to go it alone 
without further Federal supports. 

But we ~hould not pull the rug out 
from under them at this time. I am 
afraid that if we lower the minimum 
s·upport price for dairy products, it is 
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likely that the minimum will -become 
'the· maximum and will force the dairy 
l)eople to make additional adjustments 
which they should not be expected to 
make now. It seems to me we should 
keep faith with these people and give 
them the additional time they will need 
to establish firmly their self-help pro
grams. 

For that reason I am · glad to support 
this amendment. I cannot support the 
bill as reported by the committee be
-cause I am convinced it goes too far 
and will not help farmers, but will ag
gravate farm problems by creating 
greater surpluses and further t.hreaten 
the prices of farm products. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on the 
pending amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 5 minutes. 
·. Mr.BENTLEY. I object. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman. I mod
ify my request and ask unanimous .. con
sent that all debate on this amendment 
and all amendments thereto close in 10 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. · Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There .was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has 

noted the names of the Members stand
ing and will divide the time according!~. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HOFFMAN] is recognized. 

Mr. HOFFMAN . . Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Michigan tMr. BENTLEY] is recognized. 

Mr. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support ..of the amendment. At the 
same time I rise to ask the leadership of 
the committee a question. · 

We heard the gentleman from Texas 
say a short time ago that we should all 
represent the feelings of the people in our 
districts regarding this situation. 

Recently I sent out a questionnaire re
garding the farm situation, with the fol
lowing result: Of the 19,500 question
naires which were returned there were 
~.155 from · farniers; 14.7 percent · voted 
to raise supports; 18.2 percent voted to 
continue flexible supports; 46.9 percent 
voted to drop all supports and controls. 

I might add that that is only the farm 
vote. The total vote on that question
naire in the matter of dropping all sup
ports and controls was 59 percent. 

Now, I ask the gentleman in all fair
ness if I am to represent the interests of 
my district how I should vote on Senate 
Joint Resolution 162. 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. The gentle
man should vote against the amendment, 
accord-ing to your survey. 

Mr. BENTLEY. But how should I vote 
on the resolution? 

Mr. BASS of Tennessee. The gentle
man should vote for it on .final passage. 

Mr. BENTLEY. I am asking about 
. final passage. 

Mr. POAGE. You vote as you please 
on final passage. 

Mr. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, we 
have before us Senate Joint Resolution 
162, a bill to stay any reduction-in sup
port prices on acreage ·allotments until 
Congress can make appropriate changes 

ln· the price support ·and acreage allot .. 
ment laws. 

Farm commodities grown in the 
Eighth District of Michigan, which I 
have the honor to represent in Congress, 
and which are under price-support pro
grams, include corn, wheat, honey, dairy 
products-manufacturing milk and but
terfat-wool, dr.y edible beans, and other 
nonbasic commodities. The Department 
of Agriculture has announced the fol
lowjng 1958 price-support levels for these 
commodities as compared with effective 
1957 price-support levels: 

First. Corn supported in 1957 at '17 
peroont of parity or $1.40 per bushel; 
1958 price not announced. 

Second. Wheat supported in 1957 at 
79 percent of parity or $2 per bushel; 
1958 supports at 75 percent of parity or 
$1.78 per bushel. 

Third. Honey supported in 1957 at 70 
percent of parity or 97 cents per pound; 
1958 support level unchanged, price to 
be 9.6 cents per pound. 

Fourth. Manufacturing milk sup
ported in 1957 at 82 percent of parity 
or $3.25 per hundredweight; 1958 sup
ports at 75 percent of parity or $3.03 per 
hundredweight. 

Fifth. Butterfat supported in 1957 at 
79 percent of parity or 59 cents per 
pound; 1958 supports at 75 percent or 56 
cents per pound. 

Sixth. Wool supported in 1957 at 101 
percent of parity or 62 cents per pound; 
1958 supports at 95 percent ,of parity or 
62 cents per pound. 

Seventh. Dry edible beans supported 
in 1'957 at 68 percent of parity or $6.31 
per · hundredweight; 1958 supports at 68 
·percent of parity or $6.18 per hundred
weight . . 

It can be seen, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Department's announced price-support 
reductions would have greatest effect oh 
dairy supports and this is admitted in 
the committee report. Since dairying is 
the most important farm industry in my 
district and indeed in the whole State of 
·Michigan, 'it is ·natural that I should 
have received the largest amount of cor
respondence on this subject. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to read the text of a telegram dated 
March 18 which I have received from 
Glenn Lake, president of the Michigan 
Milk Producers Federa.tion, and a letter 
under similar date from the Michigan 
Dairy Farmers Federation. They read 
as follows: 

MARCH 18, 1958 • . 
Congressman ALVIN M. BENTLEY, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Some time ago we either visited or wrote 
you on 'the matter of continuing dairy price 
supports at present levels for another year. 
The Senate has _approved a resolution that 
would freeze th-e price levels on all agricul
tural commodities at the 1957 support levels. 
This resolution provides fo.r the mainte.: 
nance of a $3.25 milk price level for another 
year. While this resolution · includes all 
other agricultural products it is apparent 
that tnis ls the only vehicle by which dairy 
supports can be continued at present levels. 

Therefore we urge your support of the bill 
as was passed by the senate. It is evident 
that the administration and the Congress 
1s deeply concerned about the present eco
nomic status of the entire country. Were-

. mind you that this condition to a large ex-

.tent is ·eaused by the fact 'that ·farmers' pur
-chasing power has been !orced downward. 
:r'he administrati<>n and the Congress seem 
to be grasping frantically for means to bol
ster a sagging economy. We believe that 
·Congress can make a sincere -contribution 
:toward solving thls problem by stabilizhig 
tarm prices at 1957 levels for the year 1958. 

In years :Past farmers could turn to other 
employment to supplement their income. 
Due to the present high level of unemploy,. 
ment this is impossible. Th~s makes it im
perative that the dairy farmers' income be 
maintained by last year's ievel. Therefore, 
we again strongly urge you to vote for pas
sage of the resolution passed by the Senate. 

GLENN LAKE, 
President, Michigan Milk Producers 

Association. -

. MARCH 18, 1958. 
Hon. ALVIN M. BENTLEY, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. BENTLEY: The following resolu
tion was approved by a tremendous majority 
of· our federation last week. It reads as fol
lows: 

"T.I:).e member cooperatives of the Michi
gan Dairy Farmers Federation, representing 
over 35,000 Michigan dairy farmers, view 
with disapproval the decision of Secretary 
of Agriculture Benson to reduce price sup
ports to 75 percent of parity on April 1, 
1958. 

"This reductio~ will cost Michigan dairy 
farmers over $13 million per year in reduced 
prices for · their milk. We maintain · that 
such a reduction should not come about in 
view of the recognized low returns to dairy 
farmers for work .and investment during the 
past 2 years. Especially now, the Nation. 
needs the stabil1zing effect which a pros
perous .dairy industry exercises throughout 

·our economy. 
"We urge that the Congress continue dairy 

price supports at the level of $3.25 per hun
dredweight for the year beginning April 1, 
1958. This will gtve Congress and the in
dustry time to place a program in operation 
which will provide adequate supports in line 
with dairy costs and which wm result in 
dairy farm incomes comparable to the in
comes of other groups in our economy." 

Our federation, which acts as a spokes
man on legislative affairs for by far the big 
majority of Michigan dairy farmers, whole
heartedly urges your support in maintaining 
present dairy price supports and a favorable . 
vote for that bill which is now il! Congress. 

Very t.ruly .yours, 
DWIGHT A. SNYDER, 

Secretary, Michigan Dairy Farmers 
Feder-ation. · 

It will be seen that the Michigan Milk 
Producers Federation supports Senate 
Joint Resolution 162 as the only vehicle 
by which dairy supports can be con
tinued at present levels. I have already 
committed myself to ·support legislation 
which would accomplish this fact. The 
letter from the Michigan Dairy Farmers 
Federation does not refer to Senate 
Joint Resolution 162 but· urges my SUP
port for a freezing of dairy support lev
els. 

On the other hand, I have been per
sonally contacted by the Michigan Farm 
Bureau and urged to vote against Sen
ate Jo.int Resolution 162. I have also 
individual communications froin farm 
bureau members in my district in the 
same sense although they do not 'Jegin 
to approach the number of letters from 
dairy farmers urging me to support a 
freeze on :dairy support levels. 

Since ·most of my dairy farmers, Mr. 
Chairman, produc~ for the Detroit shed 
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and under a Federal milk marketing or- problem of trying to get the Government 
d.er, I do not believe that the announced out of farming. A 1-year freeze on sup
drop in price supports will have the seri- ports, such as envisaged by the pending 
ous effect upon them which they have . legislation, is no step toward getting the 
been led to believe. Nevertheless, there Government out of the farm program, 
is bound to be some effect upon their even though the supporters of Senate 
cash income if the supports are lowered Joint Resolution 162 ·claim that it is a 
to 75 percent of parity, effective April 1. temporary measure designed to prevent 

Over the last few years, Mr. Chair:.. further · deterioration of our farm econ
man, I have been conducting an annual omy while long-range programs can be 
poll of my constituents to determine studied. 
their opinions on important issues of the The freezing of acreage allotments at 
day, among which the farm issue has 1957 figures is also certainly no answer 
naturally been · included. The commit- to our continued problem of agricul
tee might be interested in the following tural overproduction. 
results on this issue from my recent . The lowering of supports under the 
questionnaire whose answers have just administration's flexible program is like
been released: wise no real progress toward getting the 

The best way to help the farmers Government out of farming. To the 
would be: best of my knowledge, neither the ad-

(a) Raise supports to 100 percent of par- ministration or the Farm Bureau pro
ity with tight production controls, 6.5 ·per- grams contemplate an eventual elimina
cent. tion of all price supports. There is, 

(b) Continue flexible supports, 19.4 per- .therefore, no reason to support a flexi-
cent. ble program in the hope of eventually 

(c) Increase Soil Bank payments, 6 per- eliminating all supports thereby. Al
cent. (d) Drop all supports and controls and though the passage of Senate Joint Res-
return to free production in accord with -olution 162 would keep dairy support 
supply and demand, 59 percent. prices at present levels, it would also 

(e) Other, .3.4 percent. keep feed-grain costs at present levels. 
(f) Don't know, 6.1 perce~t. .This is another reason why the legisla-
Of the 19,500 questionnaires which tion does not appeal to me. 

were returned, there were 3,155 from - A final factor which must be remem
farmers. Let us see how they voted on bered, however, Mr. Chairman, is that 
this issue: we are in the midst of serious economic 

(a) Raisa supports, 14.7 percent. problems. Many farmers · who have 
· (b) continue flexible supports, 18.2 per- gone to work in the cities have now been 
-cent. forced to leave their jobs, because of low 
· · (c) Increase Soil Bank payments, 13.8 per- seniority, and to return to the farms 
cent. · · which they originally left because of low 

(d) Drop all supports and controls, · 46 :9 income. Further, it should be remem'-
percent; : . bered that the Congress and the . ad-

(e) Other, 6.3 percent. ministration are taking action to assist 
To me, Mr. Chairman, this is clear evi- other distressed parts of our economy, 

dence that both the majority of my con- such as accelerated civilian aJ,ld military 
·stituents and the largest group of my construction programs. It hardly ap
farmers do not want either a return to pears to be the time to take action which 
high price supports or a continuation would lower farm prices · even though 
of flexible supports. Rather, they want it would in the long run strengthen 
to get the Government completely out prices in the market. 
of the farm program and let the, farmer To sum it up, Mr. Chairman, I do not' 

·alone to operate freely and without re- support an indiscriminate freeze of price 
·stricti on as he sees fit. · supports and acreage allotments on all 

That being the case, I am frankly at supported commodities. I regard Sen
somewhat of a loss as to how to vote on ate Joint Resolution 162 as nothing but 
Senate Joint Resolution 162. To com- a shoddy attempt to play politics at the 
plicate matters further, the chances are expense of the farmer. If, after 4 years, 
that this legislation will be vetoed by the best that the Democrats in control 
the President if it reaches him in this of Congress can come up with is to 
'form and that, to judge from the vote freeze all support programs, they have 
when · it passed the Senate last week, certainly failed miserably to supply any 
the veto will be upheld. That will mean answer to the farm problem. But, on 
that the Department's announced price the other hand, the administration's 
support changes will remain in effect. farm program of :flexible supports has 

If there is any opportunity to vot.e for certainly provided no answer either. I 
a motion to strike out all parts of this am sure that I echo the sentiments of 
bill except that relating to dairy ·prod- many of my colleagues who would like 
ucts I certainly intend to vote for it. the Government entirely out of the 
Not only have I committed myself to farming picture when I say that the 
such a vote but the hardships being un- pending legislation does not offer us 
dergone by the dairy farmers are very anything except a choice between two 
real and I am opposed to any bill which thoroughly undesirable alternatives, 
might lower their income at present. neither of which I believe to be in the 
Further, the dairy industry, through its best interests of the farmer or the Amer
self-help program, is making a real at- ic.an public as a whole. 
tempt to g.et the Government out of its The CHAIRMAN. The Chair rec
own program and to allow its ·members ognizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
to solve their own problems. I feel that [Mr. ABERNETHY]. 
they should be given this opportunity. . Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 1: 

Neither a vote for or ag·ainst Senate have been around here a little while, 
Joint Resolution 162 would . solve my about 16 years. I have seen a few self-

ish things take place in ·the House. 
They do not appear often but they do 
happen, occasionally. Sometimes they 
are excusable. We can excuse a new 
Member, like the gentleman from Wis
consin, who probably is not as experi
enced as some of us, for offering this 
kind of an amendment. Even so, it 
really shocked me, it was amazing, that 
he would ask this House, that he would 
be so selfish as to ask this House to look 
after him and his farmers only and let 
the rest of American agriculture con
tinue to feel the shock of the decline. 
Other farmers have homes and children 
too, you know. They grow· wheat, corn, 
cotton, rye, barley, rice and so on. I 
.just happen - to· feel that ·all farmers 
should have comparable treatment. 
Possibly after the gentleman has been 
around a little longer his vision will 
broaden and he will be able to see be
yond his own little world. 

I happen to serve as chairman of the 
Dairy subcommittee, of which the gen
tleman is a member. I have a little 
dairying in my District. As compared 
with the gentleman's District, I do not 
have too much. In any event, I have 
done my best to assist the gentleman 
and his troubled farmers. Although 
dairying is not as prominent in my Dis
trict as in his I would never permit my
self to ·take a stand against his dairy 
.farmers just because dairying may not 
be as prominent in my District as is some 
other type of' agriculture. I have never 
discriminated between farmers. I en~ 
~deavor to treat them all alike. I -· have 
visited in the gentleman's great Stat~ 
and found his farmers .to be very IQucl;lly 
like those in other sections of the coun:.. 
try. They are fair minded; They don't 
want special treatment. The gentleman 
has made a most unfortunate mistake 
which I am sure we can all overlook and 
_attribute to his inexperience. I am sure 
he would not want special treatment for 
his farmers and permit all others to suf
.fer further decline in income. 

Mr. TEWES. Mr. Ch~lirman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I yield to the gen:. 
tleman· from Wisconsin. · 

Mr. TEWES. That is exactly what the 
gentleman is doing with this bill. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Let us see where 
the gentleman stood in committee. The 
gentleman offered this same amendment 
in the committee. There are 34 mem
bers o{ that committee, 19 Democrats 
and 15 Republicans. Does the · gentle
man wish for me to tell the House what 
the vote was on the identical amendment 
which he submitted to the full committee 
in executive session? Under committee 
rules I do not think I can reveal that 
without the gentleman's permission. 

Mr. TEWES. Yes. State how many 
voted for the amendment. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. The gentleman's 
amendment received 3 votes, 1 of which 
was his own, on our 34-member commit
tee. He did not even make a good show
ing on his own side, the Republican side 
of the committee. It amazes me that 
after suffering such an embarrassing de
feat in the committee he would offer it 
again. 

I am sure the gentleman · wishes to 
build good will for his dairy farmers 
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among all other farmers of the Nation. 
He has made an unfortunate mistake. 
But let us not hold .it against him or 
his distressed dairy farmers. · Let us just 
vote the amendment down, · which I am 
confident the ·House . will do: and get on 
with the bill. · · 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. MEADER]. 
. Mr; MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from· Wisconsin . [Mr. 
TEWES]. . 

I would like an opi:>ortunity. to vote for · 
a temporary extension of -i957 dairy
price supports, but I· ca1mot support· a 
measure which has little chance of oe
coming law· and continUes rigid. high.;. · 
price ·supports generally. That would be 
a: step backward in the di-rection -of· so
cializing agriculture which this adminis
tration Is trying to get away from. · 

I hope the amendment offer~d _by . the. 
gentleman froni · Wiiicoi).sin . .will be 
adopted. · 

The 'CHAffiMAN. The . Chair recog
. nizes th~ .g~ntlenian from North Caro-
lina [Mr. CooLEYL · · · - · ·- · . 

Mr. COOLEY. ~ Mr. Cbainpan,if there 
is any part of the pending resolution 
that could possibly -be considered in any 
respect political, it is the section with 
which we are now ·dealing. - Secretary 
Benson will ·lower ·price supports·· for · 

. dairy products on April 1 if he is not 
p'revented from doing ·so. This · is -an · 
effort 'to stop Be.nson ~nd force him to 

. eft:he'r rescind . the ·order - which ·he is 
about to· put into ·effect · or mal(e It un-

~ lawful for ,hilp. ~- qq-~sq. c· ~q_Y· ~mir~e. I 
realiz~. that th~s. at th_e same tim.e, is an. 
effort to protect. the . income of da,iry 
farmers. -If you want .to repudiate Mr. 
Benson ~ere is _your op:portunity , to do .. 
so. I certainly have .no objection to 
your repudiating Benson, but 'I -do not 

. intend to help you repudiate Mr. :Benson 
in .this fashion. I am willing· to.xepudi
ate Benson but I want to repuqfate him 
in more tpan ·one way. ·I ·want you to 
know just what .you .are .about to do. 
You Republicans must now make a diffi
cult decision. You either· approve 'what 
Mr. Benson proposes to do or you do not 
approve of his proposal. . You must fol
low him or repudiate his leadership .. 
Here is your chance and here· the record 
must .be written. Ne~t fall you will try 
to hold Mr. Benson in one hand and the_ 
dairy farmers' vpte · in the other hand, 
and this, too, will be a very ~ifficult 
task, Dairy farmers kno.w 'that tMr. 
Benson is not their friend, nor is he the 

·' friend · of any of ·the farmers of our 
country other than the producers of 
sugar beets and wool, the two great crops 
of his own area of the country. He is 
willing to subsidize wool producers and 
he is willing to provide high-support 
prices for sugar beets but he is appar
ently willing to drive the income of other 
producers to· disastrously low : levels. 
Many· of our farmers are now on the 
brink of bankruptcy and hundreds of 
thousands of 'our . farmers ~re being 
forced off the land. We are here trying 
to stop Benson in his efforts to drive 
little farmers into bankruptcy. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by· the gentle
man from .Wisconsin [Mr. TEwEsl. 

The question. was·taken; ·and on a di
vision <demanded by Mr~ TEWES), there 
were-ayes 94; noes 132. . . 
· So the amendmerit .was rejected. 

Mr. GUBSER:. Mr, Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. · · 

Mr. Chairman, I realize that the hour 
is getting late. · But I believe I have not 
imposed myself ··upon · this . House ·too 
much or taken the well on too many 
E>ccasions. Certainly· I have never done 
so unless I felt'very deeply on a subject, 
and I certainly do feel very deeply that 
this resolution should be defeated. 

I could speak to you as the Repre- · 
sen_tative i~ Gol,lgress of the 15th r~nking 
county of the -United States in agricul
tural production. But I would rather 
speak to you as a farmer. ·· And let nie 
say, and I say _it proudly, a··dirt ~armer, 
a working farmer, one who still knows 
how to harness up ·a team ·of horses and 
one who can operate ·and repair any 
piece of farm machinery in the world if 
you will just give me enotigh baling wire. 
I say I am a third g(meration ·working 
airt farmer, ··and L would Jike to speak 

· to ·you today as ·a Representative of a 
farming community. ·'. ., 

I think the· issue here· today is whether 
or not the. Secretary .of Agricuitute will 
be allowed to .continue his progres$ to
ward creating a ·free · farm ·econom:Y or. 
will his· hands be tied? Will we get 
further a way from the-Democratic policy · 
of high fi~ed-price supports and .. get 
closer to the-Republican ·policy of a free . 

·farm economy? · ... · ... .. ~ · · 
Here is what the farmers in my· .Dis

trict think-and I coifcur in tfiat think-· 
ing. We do not feel that· hi!~h fixed 
price supports ever created farm pros
perity .. We feel instead that wars did 
it, Wor-ld War Ii and· Korea. We do riot 
want to be wards of . the Government. 
We are farmers because we like to be 
free; we like to get out in the open, and 
we do not like to be confined within four 
walls of a room. Because ·we are that 
way by natur-e we like to · be free from 
Government regulation. 

We believe that good farmers can coni
pete and thrive without Government in
terference. We do. not believe tha:t'th.e 
Government has . an obligation to keep 
the marginal and inefficient farmer .in 
business. It is .true that costs have gone 
tip to the farmer while his prices have 
gone do~n. B'ut there is one turther and . 
important point .th~t is very. often over- · 
looked. The farmer's productive capac
ity, if he is a good farmer on good hind 
has also gone up. Permit me to use a 
personal example. 

A few years ago, when my dad farmed, 
8 tons to the acre was a ,good crop df 
tomatoes. Today I am farming the very 
same, identical land~ and the last crop I 
produced was 28 tons to the acre. · How 
was it done? Because we have learned 
the value of deep tillage and the in
creased water penetration we get from it; 
because we developed new seeds which 
are early bearing and .which are disease 
resistant. ·We have learned that instead 
of planting tomatoes 6 by 6 feet with~ 

plant population per acre of 1,210; 4,800 
Will give us a ~tter crop~ _ We have 
learned 'better irrigation practices. We 
haye learned to 'fertilize, to ' use insecti-
cides, and pesticides. .. 

Had I rejected these ·new methods, I 
could not produce 28 tons of tomatoes on 
the same land on which my 'father pro
duced 8 tons. So the. farmer's produc
tive capacity has gone up if he is a good 
farmer and on good .land and if he will 
use modern techniques. 

One other thing. We believe in my 
District that the Democratic -farm policy 
of high;--fixed price supports has created 
the corporation farmer. Let me devefop 
that thought for you. Let us take an ex
ample in a nonagricultural endeavor. 
L~t us take an earth-moving contractor. 
A -few .years back he could use a small 
TD-6 tractor or a D-2 and he could 
economically operate. Today he has to 

· use a D-8 or TD-24 which costs 10 times 
as much money but moves 20 times as 
much dirt. ' · :. 

The same is true of a farmer. With 
high, fixed price supports, we have guar- · 
anteed a price to the farmer and we 
have attracted the · doctor, the lawyer, · 
the investment banker into the farm
ing business. · They can afford to buy 
the TD-24's and the D-8's and the little 
farmer cannot. 

We have forced the little farmer today 
to compete in a world 'Of big business 
he is not capable of competing in. I say, 
let us ·send the Wall Street investment 
brokers back to Wall Street,· let us cut 
out some of the , high price supports of 
the · Democratic' yeats, and let the real 
farmers farm. . 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The ·cHAffiMAN. · Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? · 

There was no objection . 
Mr. COOLEY. · Mr. Chairman, in this 

debate it might be well to take a moment 
to review the miracles of production· that 
have been accomplished by our farmers, 

· in the immediate years within our mem.;. 
ory. And then we may want · to ask a 

' question. . · 
·· The accomplishments of our farmers 

are almost unbelievable. They are fab
ulous. · 
· Crop production pet acre in 1957 was 

40 percent above the 1935-'-39 average: 
Total; man-hours of labor ·used for 

farm work declined by 34 percent in this · 
20-year ·.period; yet greater and greater . 
abundance has come from '·our fertile 
lands . 

.. Output per man-hour of farm labor 
has increased by· 217 percent. 

.. The number of consumers supported 
. by 1 farm worker has doubled, from 10 
in .th~ 19.30's to 1;110re· than 20 today . . 

Further . comparing . the emciency of 
agriculture with 1935_-:39, we ·find: 

Cotton production .p.er acre .up fr.om 
226 pounds to 390 pounds in 1957-1956 
production.was 409 pourids :Per acre. 
. Tobacco, · up from 883 ·pounds to .1,496. 

Qorn, as an aver~ge .for the Nation, up 
from .25 bushels per acre .to 57. 

Wheat. up from 13 bushels to 22. 
Peanuts, ·up from 746 pounds to 968. 
Eggs per hen, up from 128 to 198 .. 
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Milk per cow, up .from 4,403 pounds to 

6,162. . 
Few people have little, if any, concept 

of the production-the efficiency-revo
lution that has occurred on our farms 
in the last few years. 

Listen to these facts and figures. They . 
are from the Farm Economics Research 
Division of the Agricultural Research 
Service, Department of Agricu~ture. 
They show what has been accompliShed 
in the feeding of animals and poultry 
between the period covering 1940-42 to 
1953-55. This report reduces all feed 
units, including pasture, to a corn 
equivalent. 

To produce 100 pounds net live weight 
of cattle and calves required 1,014 
pounds of feed in 1940-42, but only 899 
pounds in 1953-55, a reduction of 13 
percent; production of 100 pounds of 
sheep and lambs required 1,996 pounds 
of feed in 1940-42, but only 1,410 . ~n 
1953-55, down 42 percent; and in this 
same period of time the feed. required 
for the production of 100 eggs dropped 
from 63 pounds to 56, down 13 percent; 
production of 100 pounds of broilers, 
from 479 pounds to 336, down 43 per
cent; 100 pounds of turkeys, from 704 
pounds to 549, down 28 percent; 100. 

CCC OPERATIONS IN BASIC CROPS ONLY (COOTON; 
WHEAT, TOBACCO, CORN, RICE, AND PEANUTS) 

Jan. 1, 1953 (at the end of 20 
years) profit______________ $13,011,290 

Jan. 1, 1957 ( 4 years later) 
lOSS--------~--:..---------- 1, 992, '067, 863 
(NoTE.-A $13,011,290 profit over a 20-year 

period of CCC price supports on the basics 
t'urn in to an $8 million loss within 4 months 
after Mr. Benson took office. In 5 years un
der Mr. Benson losses on the basics 
amounted to $2,005,079,153 compared to the 
$13 million plus profit in the previous 20 
years.) 

(:NoTE.-The CCC support program for cot
ton, over 20 years, showed a profit of over 
$268 m1llion. But this profit has been wiped 
out, by a cotton program loss of over $700 
million in the last 2 years.) 

Losses on dairy products 
Up to Jan. 1, 1953 _________ : _ $121, 523, 383 
Since Jan. 1, 1953, to Jan. 

1, 1958-------------------- 1,441,467,309 

Dairy program totaL __ 1, 562,990,692 

CCC investments 
Total CCC investments (in-

ventory and loans) as of 
Jan. 1, 1953-------------- $2,·452, 000, 000 

Total CCC investments (in-
ventory and loans)' as of 
Jan. 1, 1958-------------- 7,200,000,000 

pounds of l}ogs, from 530 po~nds to 515, Total increase in 5 
down. 3 percent; production of . 100 years _____ ;._________ 4, 748, ooo, ooo 
pounds of milk, from 110 pounds of feed CCC investments in major crops 
to 105, down 5 percent. ·· . (Inventory and loans) 

· Now, the one question that overshad-, -...,.-...,---------,.------.:-----
ows all other consideration is this: For j 

providing this Nation this horn of 
plenty-this cornucopia-for l;milding 
this base for an American standard of 
living that is the envy of the world, what 
has been the reward to the farmer. and 
his family? 

No .pride may be found ip .the answer.· 
For, during the recent year_s of their 

greatest accomplishment-in the times 
of their great contribution to the 
strength of the Nation-the rewards to 
the farmer and his family, for their in
telligence, diligence_, and labor, .has con-· 
stantly declined. 

Crop Amount Value 

'cotton: 
'Jan. 1,1953---------bales__ 1,097,000 $166,779,000 
Jan.1,1958 _________ do____ 5,620,000 ~12,041;000 

Wheat: 
Jan. 1, 1953 ______ bushels __ 467,847,000 1,.081, 545,000 
Jan. 1, 1958 _________ d<i____ 942,134, ~ 2, 408,237,000 

Corn: . . · 
Jan.l, 1953 _________ do ____ 368,.349,000 581,274,000 
Jan. 1, 1958 _________ (lo _____ 1,625,502,000 2,173, 884;000 

Rice:·· 
Jan. 1' 

19~undredweight__ · 168,.000 '87S,OOO 
Jan. 1, 1958 _________ do ____ · 15,467,000 113, 749,000 · 

Pj~~~tt 19~------POUnds __ 192,528,000. 22,644,000 
Jan. 1, 1958 _____ • ___ do __ ·~- 213,143,000 .25, 322,000 

Tobacco: . · Jan. 1, 1953 _________ do ____ 544,067,000 250,3'73,000 
Jan. 1, 1958 _________ do____ 940,742,000 589, 556,000 

Dairy products: . 
Jan. 1, 1953 _______ : ________ ------------- 8, 445; 000 
Jan. 1, 1958-----~----:.. _____ ------------- 165,835,000 

~~- . I 
Farmers (1953 and 1957) 

1 
1952 1957 

Farm pric;es (as percentage-of parity)' 
Percent 

1942--------------------·-------------- 105 
1943---------------------------------- 113 
1944--------------------------·-------- 108 
1945-------------------·------·--------- 109 1946 ___________________________________ 113 

1947----~----------------------------- 115 
1948--------------------·-------------- 110 1949 __________________________________ 100 

1950--------------~-------------------- 101 
1951---------------------------------- 107 1952 __________________________________ 100 
1953__________________________________ 92 
1954-------------~---------~---~------ 89 1955__________________________________ 84 
1956--------~----------~ --------------- 82 
1957__________________________________ 82 

Cash receipts of farmers (not including Gov
ernment payments) 1932 ____________________ _ 

1947 ____________________ _ 
1948 ____________________ _ 
1951 ____________________ _ 
1952 ____________________ _ 
1955 ____________________ _ 
1956 ____________________ _ 

1957-----~----------~-----

$4,748,QOO,OOO 
29,664,000,000 
30,253,000,000 
32,928,000,000 
32,556,000,000 
-29,542,000,000 
30,372,000,000 
30,019,000,000 

Net income of farmers (including 'Govern
ment payments) 

1932----~----------------
1947_~-----------------~-
1948------~--------------
1951------~--------------1952 ___ :.._:.. _______________ _ 
1955 ____________________ _ 

$1,928,000,000 
17,191;ooo,ooo 
19,943,000,000 
14, .802, 000,000 

_14, 256, 009, ,000 

1956-----~----------- __ -;__ 
1957----------------~---:-

11, ,581, 000,000 
·12, o7o; ooo. ·ooo 
11,532;000,000 

·National income 

1932-----------------~---- $43, 049, 000, 000 
1948-----------~--- ·-- · ---- 208, 980, 000, 000 
1951---------------------- 250,779,000,000 
1952----------·-...,---:-- -~--- 266, 406,'000, 000 
1955 _____ :_ _____ ~--------- 296,379,000,000 
1956______________________ 314,471, 000, 000 

· 1957---------~-------·---- 328,676,000,000 

Consumers-Quantities of foods 1 hour of 
factory labor will buy 

Bread (loave8), __ ------- ~~---------------
Steak (pounds)- - -- ~----------------.: ___ _ 
Milk (pints delivered)----------------~
Butter (pounds)_-----------------------
Bacon (pounds)---------·----------- ___ -__ 
Eggs (dozen)--- ------------------------
P<;>tatoes (pounds)-----------------------Oranges (dozen) _____ .: __________________ _ 

Source: Agricultural Marketing Service. 

1929 

. 6.4 
1.2 
7.8 
1.0 
1.3 
1.1 

17.7 
1. 3 

1957 

11.0 
2.2 

16.6 
2.8 
2. 8 

. '3. 7 
36.3 
3. 6. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

. Moreover, the farmer has been sub
jected to false and shameful propaganda 
that has carried to the public an im
pression that he is a ward of the Gov
ernment, that he has sold his . liberty 
for a Government ·check. Some of the· 
peQple whose responsibility it· is to fight 
the battles for agriculture actually have 
sought to set our farmers adrift in the. 
economic stream, alone, . without power 
to produce and price themselves into a 
fair relationship with the other great. 
segments. of our free enterprise society 
which already enjoy tariff, minimum 
wage, collective bargaining, and the ben
efits of many other laws that soften the 
harshest impacts of unrestrained com

Farmers' net Income (billions)_______ $14.3 $11.5 Mr. Chairman, I regret .exceedingly 

Petition. 
Facts and figures 

CCC PRICE SUPPORT LOSSES 

As of Jan. 1, 1953--------:--- $1,064, 61~. 225 
As of Jan. 1, 1958----------- 5, 173,746,788 

(NoTE.-The losses in 5 years, from Janu
ary 1953 through 1957, were four times the 
total of losses during the previous 20-year 
history of CCC price-support · operations.) 
20-year .loss (1933-52)~----- $1,064,617,225 
Loss (1953 through 1957)--- 4,109,129,563 

L 

Farmers' share offood dollar (cents)__ 47 40 that it is necessary for the Congress to 
Price'S paid by farmerS, Index (per- 296 be' considering legislation of this nature. cent of 191G-14, avera~e) ------ -- --- . 287 
Prices received by farmers index Mr. Chairman, I have become con-

-(percent of 19lo-14 average}________ 288 242 vinced that the sooner the Gover~mc;mt 
Parity ratiO------------------------- 100 82 
Number of farm~-------------------- 5, 421, 000 4, 856, 000 gets out ·of the farmers' barns and hair 

Per capita income (1957) 
People on farms _________ _:___________ $993 

Nonfarm people---~----------------- 2, 045 
COMPARISONS 

Average of farm prices in 1957 down 16 
percent from 1952. 

Net farm income in 1957 was 19 percent 
below 1952. 

CONTRAST 

Hourly earnings industrial workera in 1957 
up 24 percent since 1952. 

Corporation dividend payments 1n 1957 
up 37 percent since 1952. 

and f,rees American agriculture from the 
whims of politicaJ action, the sooner will · 
the economic condition of agriculture be 
improved. 

I have always recognized that one of 
the biggest problems facing the farmer 
was the extreme fluctuations in produc
tion and prices .in his· segment of our 
economy. I have thought that there 
was a Government responsibility to try 
to be helpful in leveling out these high 
peaks and deep valleys. I am still con
vinced of the desirability of Government 
action 'in this field. I' have also become 
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convinced, however, of the impossibility 
of working out a practicable Govern
ment program, particularly in view of 
what has been happening in this field 
during the last 10 years. 

During the last 10 years, the legisla
tion we have considered under the title 
of "Farm Price Supports" has been dic
tated by political considerations rather 
than the welfare of American agricul
ture. As long as political considera
tions dominate Government action in' 
this field, the agricultural economy, ex
cept in time of war, will always be sick 
and the farmer will be a political pawn 
rather than a self-reliant businessman. 

Violent fluctuations of production and 
price of farm products causes serious 
problems for the farmer and the gen
eral -economy, but these problems are 
much less serious than the problems 
caused - by a Government controlled 
agriculture with the accompanying 
serfdom of our farmers. 

I am hopeful that this Congress will, 
at an early date, set- a time when the 
Government will get out of the field of 
price supports completely. Such action 
would be an "emancipation proclama
tion" for the American farmer. The 
farmers shoUld be freed from Govern
ment and political control and per
mitted to use his own ingenuity, unre
stricted by Government, to solve his own 
problems. 

As long . as we have a price support 
program, .however, we must ·consider 
political legislation like that before -us 
today. · 
· This bill contains many featu:r.es 
which I believe would be unsound; from 
the standpoint ··of agricultural ·policy. 
If this bill could be considered wholly in 
terms of agricultural policy, I would 
vigorously oppose it. The · facts of the 
matter are, however, that this legisla
tion must be considered in terms of the 
general economic conditions that we 
find existing in the economy as a whole. 

We know that there are some serious 
weak spots in our industrial economy
today. ·Members of Congress and the 
administration are talking in terms of 
affirmative action that should · be taken 
to· strengthen that part of the economy. 
Under these circumstances, I cannot· un
derstand the attitude of the administra
tion in condoning action that will be 

··bound to -further depress farm income 
and the farmers' purchasing power. If 
the administration and the Congress can 
give consideration to the many proposals 
now being made to stimulate our indus
trial economy, then certainly the least 
we should do is to try to keep our agri
cultural income from falling further. It 
is foolhardy to consider Government ac
tion, the immediate result of which would 
be to reduce that income. , 

Let it be remembered that as long as 
we have a price-support program, the 
price set by the Government tends to 
become not just the minimum price, but 
it becomes the market price. 

In the ·dairy _segment of our agricul
tural economy, the Secretary of Agri
culture in effect sets the price for manu
factured products and the price of milk 
to the · farmer. The dairy farmer and 
the dairy industry ~ already in a very 

depressed situation because of the inter- I wonder how many consumers are 
play of various economic factors and mindful of the fact that under the pro-· 
because of Government action. In spite gram mandatory supports would be es
of this fact, and in spite of the problems t~blished for commodities which they 
in the general economy, the Secretary little suspect, and which is likewise cost
of Agriculture insists on a further drastic ing them hundreds of millions of dol
reduction in the price of milk to the lars. 
farmer and thus a greater reduction in It is my opinion that the plight of the 
the income of the dairy farmer. This farmer is not as deplorable as repre- · 
action, Mr. Chairman, can only be die-· sented by those who take the floor of · 
tated by a stubborn disregard of eco- this House in support of this legislation. 
nomic facts. True, we all need the American farmer 

A freezing of the support price for who helps to support the economy · of 
dairy products at the present level for this country, but -the consumer who does 
1 year may cost the Government about not have the· lobbyist to look after his in
$15 million and that is a matter that terests is ·the one who is called on to pay 
must be recognized. On the other hand, through the nose every time we add to 
let it be recognized that the ·reduction the farm programs, and I shall · vote 
proposed by the Secretary will result in against this resolution. -
a reduction of farm income of over $250 As one reads the report which ac
million. Is the expenditure of $15 mil- compani~s ·the resolution, it states ·that 
lion to purchase dairy products worth it is hoped that a farm program accept
the $250 million purchasing power that able to the vast majority can be worked 
will be created. That is the question we out, a_nd I see very little hope for any 
must ask with respect to the dairy price such eventuality to take place because 
freeze contained in this bill. To me, in ' the ·years that I have been in th~ 
Mr. Chairman,· the answer is a definite Congr¢ss, it has been a constant cry by 
"Yes." the farmers · for more and more of ·the 

~f the expenditure by the Federal Gov- taxpayers' money, and when I make ref
ernment of almost a ·billion dollars to erence to farmers, I do not mean the 
supplement State unemployment insur- little family farmer, but the large com~ 
ance as is being proposed by the Presi.:. mercia! entrepreneur engaged in· agricui
dent is a desirable program, then cer- ture to take out of it all that the traffic 
tainly $15 million to create $250 million will bear. · 
of farm purc~asing power is a sound Mr. BECKER. Mr. Chairman, I was 

.investmen~: . :, ,{ . . . . : ..: conside;ably disturbed to h_ear· the · gen-:-
. Mr.· Chairi~an, under th~ present ~cir- tle~_an from New York, speak.ing ·as the 
cumstances, I do not see where there is ?,hairJ?an of a subcommittee on consu:m
~my alternative but to vote for this . bill er pnces, refuse to answer the rather· 
freezing supports at their present level pertinent_ question as to just how the· 
for 1 year. · . · proposed resolution would . help con-: 

Mr. CRETELLA. ¥r. Chairman, I sumer_s. , . · . 
have listened with a great deal of in- . I~ I in~erpret his remarks correctly, 
terest to the deba_te on Senate Joint what he was really saying was that it 
Resolution 162, which is intended to stay does not J:telp· the conslimer at all; but 
a reduction in price supports and acre- that he does not think it will hurt him. 
age allotments, and I ~m amazed at I think he has overlooked one important 
some of the statements made by the sup- fact. This proposition, if enacted into 
po'rters of the resolution as to the rea- ~aw, will cost, acGording to figures given 
sons why it should receive favorable ac- on the floor here today, somewhere be
tion. tween $250 million and $350 'million more 

So that there be no mistake about it than the progtam cost this year. I want 
I am unalterably opposed to the resolu~ to say right now that this is one part of 
tion and will vote against it. The claim the proposition that is going to hurt the 
is made that this would be of benefit to consumers in my District. Th~ir share of 
the farmer and that because of declin- that additional cpst is going to be be
ing farm prices, this legislation must be tween a half and three-quarters of a mil
passed at a cost of .hundreds of millions lion dollars in my District alone. · And 
of dollars to the American taxpayer. with unemployment. rising, this is going 

While all this cry is made for the wei- t? h'}rt the consumers in my DistriG~. con
fare of the farmer, who is represented Sidera~ly. That is one reason 'YhY I 
by strong farm bloc support, and Mem- am g9mg to oppose the proposition. 
bers of this Congress whose interest in . Th~ other reason is that .this is a b.ad 
the legislation necessarily stems out of bill. That is why it is being rushed 
political expediency, the plight of the through the House in this fashion. If 
consumer is lost sight of. the Members were to be given a chance. 

The mere fact that he, as a taxpayer, to study_ jus~ w~at the results of this ac
must help to pay for these supports tion would be, it wo~ld be hard to get a 
seems to be lost sight of. In my opinion, handful of votes m support of the 
the passage of this legislation would tend measure. 
to pile up additional surpluses to those I have heard, time and again, the pro
which we already have, and which again ponents of this proposition take the floor 
are costing the taxpayers millions of to tell us how the present support pro
dollars for _storage purposes only. It gram has failed. _. It has been costly and 
would certainly add greatly to the cost ineffective, and Secretary Benson has 
of .the farm program which is now a been criticized for having such a pro
series of hodgepodge legislation similar gram. Now we hear these same Mem
to th~t which was vetoed by the Presi- bers tell- us that we ·must freeze this 
dent m 1956. same program just as it is. We must not 

' 
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let anything-be chang-ed. Now this ·just. 
does not make sense. _ 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
voting against the farm-freeze bill-Sen
ate Joint Resolution 162-because I am· 
convinced it is a step in the wrong direc-: 
tion. · - _ 

In my District· in Idaho, the two crops 
right now paying the best returns to 
farmers are potatoes and beef cattle
neither of which has any Government 
support. This, I believe, indicates the· 
proper direction for us to go if we want 
to give any real help to the farmers. We 
must move to get less Government in 
farming instead of more. We must move 
in the direction of more freedom to meet 

· ever-changing conditions instead of 
freezing supports in a pattern which has 
already been proven ineffective, ineffi
cient, and woefully expensive. 

I have been surprised to hear those 
who have ~een the most frequent and the 
loudest in their criticism of the adminis
tration's farm program, leading the fight 
for adoption of this measure. For 
months they have been telling-the world 
how bad the program is, and now they 
are trying to rush through, without 
hearings, a bill to freeze it exactly as it 
is. This is a poor way, in my estimation,
to help farmers. The least the critics 
could do would be to present something. 
new, rather than the same old approach. 
which has failed time .and time again . . 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, recalling a 
remark ma~e by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. TEWES] that dairymen in 
his District are going out of business re-. 
minds me of the .fate of small dairies in 
my home county after the adoption of a 
pasteurizing ··ordinance. Being unable 
financially to meet the imposed require
ments, they elected to go out of the. 
dairy business to seek other means of 
support. _ 

· I am reminded that history is replete 
with similar instances. Due to ever
changing developments in the economic. 
picture, small business, no longer able 
to adjust to changes, has no alternative 
but to desist from further attempts to 
continue-an unprofitable operation. 

In view of the overproduction of dairy 
products, I am constrained to wonder 
why Government should be asked to bail 
out those individuals who find them
selves no longer able to operate with 
profit. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I am cer: 
tain that nothing anyone may say at this 
hour this afternoon will change a single 
vote either for or against this legislation. 

Therefore I merely want to say that I 
fully understand this is stopgap legis
lation and points up the necessity for 
early enactment of a sound, permanent 
measure that will provide economic 
justice for the farmers of this Nation. 

To permit the 'Secretary of Agriculture 
to lower price supports on dairy and
other farm commodities and thus reduce 
the income of farmers ·below the 1957 
level would be unthinkable. , 

I support this legislation to hold the 
line until a better farm program can be 
enacted into law. 
. Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman,. 
the farm problem seems to defy satis .. 
factory solution. Each new endeavor 
during I recent years has brought new or: 

additional problems beyond what it has 
sought to cure. All of this indicates that
the problems have not ibeen approached 
in a proper manner. To list the differ
ent proposals that have, been suggested: 
or enacted would exceed the time and 
space availBible to me at this time. Suf
fice it to say that the present proposal 
contained in Senate Joint Resolution 
162 is even more unsatisfactory than any 
that has preceded it. 

The joint resolution, Senate Joint Res
olution 162, now before the House for its 
consideration seeks to stay any reduc
tion in support prices or acreage allot
ments until Congress can make appro
priate changes in the price support and 
acreage allotment laws. 

There are many reasons that this can
not be considered either a wise or ap
propriate manner to solve whatever farm 
problems exist at this time. Without 
any attempt to enumerate all of the 
reasons that could be given, I will set 
forth a few of the most glaring and most 
objectionable features that appear to me 
from my consideration of the provisions 
contained in the -resolution, namely: · : 

First. The resolution as passed by the 
Senate provides that it shall be effective 
only until such time as Congress shall 
make other provision for price supports 
and acreage allotments and provide for 
tne repeal of this resolution. Thus, we · 
would have a freeze of present un..: 
satisfactory conditions, whatever they 
may be, for an indefinite time. · 

To· eliminate to some -extent this ob_. 
jectionable feature the House Committee 
on Agriculture has amended the resolu
tion so that it is contended it could only 
apply for 1 year. However, even with 
such a change there is no assurance that 
it would be acceptable to- the Senate. 
And, if' it should not be then we would 
have to adopt the Senate indefinite time 
limit or have no law to remedy the situ
ation which the- committee admits is 
necessary for a long-range solution. 

Second. The House committee report 
admits the proposed enactment now be-· 
fore the Congress is not intended as· 
permanent nor affirm-ative legislation 
but only as a stopgap measure while 
new program-type legislation is being 
formulated and enacted. And, in this 
connection the committee further states, 
' 'It is the hope of this committee to bring 
out a general farm bill which will include 
improved price-support and production 
adjustment programs for the major agri
cultural commodities. To this end, com
modity subcommittees have been and 
are continuing to work with all dili
gence." 

The report further sets forth that the 
Cotton Subcommittee is now working on 
the final draft of its legislation. The 
Feed Grains Subcommittee is nearing a; 
draft of its program. , The Wheat Sub
committee has started hearings on new 
long-range wheat legislation, and the 
Dairy Subcommittee has announced the 
start of hearings on an entirely new type 
of· dairy support program. The other 
commodity programs ar.e receiving simi
lar attention. This activity in the prep
aration of new legislation removes the 
necessity for any such precipitous treat
~ent of the farm program as this reso
lution would provide. The sensible 

thing is to · withhold mere · temporary 
stopgap legislation and bring to com
pletion at the earliest pQssible day the 
:p.ew farm program; 

Third. The present resolution was 
presented ·to - the Senate without any 
hearings, notwithstanding it was known 
that serious objections had been raised 
by fa-rm organizations, and the same is 
true of the House resolution. It was 
likewise reported to the House without 
any hearings being held by the com
mittee. 
- It was rushed out of committee in both 
instances without any opportunity to as- : 
certain whether it was good legislation 
or ill-advised at this time. There is no 
doubt that -it is intended to repeal the· 
exercise by the Secretary of Agriculture 
of the discretion lodged in him under the 
present law to fix price supports and 
acreage allotments for certain crops. 

Fourth. The House ~ommittee report· 
leaves no doubt that there should be a 
new farm program which will include 
improved price-support and production-' 
adjustment programs for the major 
agricultural commodities. In view ·of
this fact, how can· there be justification
for the present price supports and -pro
duction adjustments being .continued. 
And, in this connection it should be 
further borne in mind -that the present 
program relates to only 19 commodities· 
out of 250 farm commodities. And, like-
wise that it is generally recognized that 
the present farm program is not as help-
ful as it should be to the small family-· 
sized farm or the low-income farmer. 
.. Fifth; Furth~rmore, a continuation of 
the present farm-support program does· 
not provide any relief to the large con
suming portion of our population. The 
cost to copsumer has been continually 
rising and without the producing farmerr 
always getting the supposed benefits ac
cruing from the high prices paid by the'· 
consumer. Somewhere in between the 
price received by the farmer and the. 
price paid by the consumer there is 
someone or more reaping a real harvest 
of profit. How can this situation be 
remedied to the advantage of the farmer 
and the consumer? This is a matter that 
requires and should have the active and 
serious consideration of the Committee 
on Agriculture. There is a duty to the 
public consumer that should be con
sidered in connection with the recog
nize(! duty of p1·omoting the welfare of 
the farmer. It is a dual obligation and 
too serious to be passed over in the man
ner of the present resolution which in 
effect ignores it entirely. 

Sixth. It is gratifying to learn that 
no matter how unsatisfactory the lot of 
some farmers may be, nevertheless the 
fact remains that, first, farm assets are 
an all-time high-$188 billion as of Jan
uary 1, 1958; second, the inventory value 
of livestock on farms for January 1, 1958, 
was $14.2 billion-higher by $3 billion 
than a year ago; third, income per per
son on farms last year was highest on 
record-up 2 percent over 1951, the
previous,high year; fourth, farmers have 
less than $11 in deb,ts for each $100 of 
assets; in 1940 the ratio was $19 for each 
*too·;. fifth, owner equities,.rose 7 percent 
during 1957 to-a peak of $168.4 billion· 
sixth, "farm ownership is also at a :t:ecord 
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high, only 1 in 3 farms has a mort:-- _ The members of the North Bayside The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
gage; seventh, the postwa~ downtr~nd : Grange; No. 691, of Coos County, Oreg., - motion to recommit. 
in prices which started in 1951 has been took time earlier this year to prepare in Mr. HARVEY. Mr. ·speaker, on that I 
stopped, prices received by farmers in detail their reasons for protesting ·the demand the yeas and nays. 
February were 8 percent above a year ago proposed lowering -of dairy support The yeas and nays were ordered. 
and 11 percent above 2 years ago·, eighth, . prices. _ TJ:le question was taken; and there 
the sw·pl~ production of American The Grange opinion, sent · to rile by . wer~yeas 173, nays 211, not voting 46, 
farms is being made available for hun- : Secretary· Bonnie Fullerton, is, in part: : as follows: 
gry people at home and abroad. . . This p~otest should not be construed as [Roll No. 27) 

Seventh. The existing farm legislation . an argum~nt · for subsidies as such. The . YEAS--173 
is not' adequate for the needs -of agri- dairyman is as willing as anyone to eease Adair Fenton Miller, N.Y. 
culture under present conditions, and, being dependent on t~e Government, pro- Addonizio Fino Minshall 
this proposed legislation would worsen viding that. all other segments: of th_e econ- !ir:~: Calif. . Fogarty Morano 
rather than improve the existing .un- om,y return .to the same basis. . Allen, Ill. ~!~nghuysen :~m.a 
satisfactory situation. For a long time The Grange statement also says: Are·nds Fulton Nicholson 
it has been the policy to establish sup- The trend of the administration to elimi- ~~;~incloss g:~n ~~~;~d 
port an'd allotment levels on a year.-to- · nate the small operator could result in a Baker Griffin osmers 
year basis, using ·statutory standards. monopoly condition which would be more · Baldwin Gubser Ostertag 
That certain levels of prices and acreages harmful to the general public than the total :::~N.H. ~!r:n - ~a:1terson 
are in effect in 1957 does not necessarily of all subsidies ever pal~. Baumhart Haley P~llfon 
mean that they will be right or desirable Mr Chairman I believe that until Beamer Halleck Pott 
for 1958 and .future years. This ~oul_d corig~ess can, or' necessity, do the job ::~~C:tt, Mich. ~~~~~.Nebr. ~;e 
be the effect. if the present !es?luti<:m ~s which the Secretary of Agriculture has · Bentley Harrison, va. Reece, Tenn. 
adopted. It IS therefore wrong m prmc1- not done, this proposed freeze iS neces- Betts Harvey Reed 
pie and should not 'be adopted. sary. On this basis, I shall cast my vote :~~~~: ~:~~~;son ~~~~::: :~~z. 

It has been urged that there is a ne- for the freeze. Bosch Herlong Riehlman 
cessity for this legislation: as a means of The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the Boyle Hess Robison, N.Y. 

t t . th d · · t t f Bray Hiestand Rodino pro ec mg e airy IP. . er~s . s rom any Committee rises. Broomfield H111 Rogers. Mass. 
possible change of their status on April Accordingly the Committee rose; and Brown, Ohio HUlings Sadlack 
1 of this year. I submit that it is not the Speaker having resumed the chair, Brownson Hoeven st. George 
necessary to extend all the inequiti~s· · Mr. ENGLE -Chairman of the Committee . :~~g~111 ~~~man ~~h~~ck 
?f the . present and existing legislat~o~ of th_e Wh~le Hquse on the State of the · Bush Holtzman Scherer 
mde:fimtely, or, e~e~ for 1 year. relat~ng Union, reported that that committee Byrne, Ill. Hosmer Schwengel 
to other commodities and addmg mne having had under consideration the ~!~~~~Wis. ~i'c~son ~~~ci!a. 
more to t~e .list, it the only re~son tl)a~ joint resolution <S. J. Res. 162) to stay Cederberg James seely-Brown 
can be legitnnately advanced IS to pro- . any reduction in support prices or acre- Chamberlain Jenkins Siler 
teet the dairy interests. It is my opinion age allotments until Congress can make ~~r~~~!~~ ~!~~en ~:~~r~aur. 
that this could have been done, if neces- appropriate changes in the price support church Keating Stauffer 
sary, by merely extending the law per;.. and acreage allotment laws, pursuant to Clark Kelly, N.Y. Taber 
taining to dairies another month or two. House :Resolution· 505, · he reported the ~~~n~er ~~~~rn ~;\~r 
It is my understanding that a motiOJJ, joint resolution ba.ck to· the House with Collier Lafore Tewes 
will be made to recommit ·the pending an amendment adopted by the Commit- corbett Laird Thomson, Wyo. 

1 t . 'th · t t" t th Cramer Latham Tollefson reso u Ion WI Ins rue Ions o e com- tee of the Whole. Cretella Lipscbmb van Pelt · 
mittee to report the resolution imme- The SPEAKER. Under the rule the cunningham, McCulloch van zandt 
diately,_ With a provis~on ~elating to the preViOUS question is ordered. ' Iowa . McDonough Vursell . 
protectio~ of the dairy mdustry only, "rhe question is on the amendment. cwe~~~gham, ~~?ii~sli ;:!~l~:ht 
and elim_inating all_ other provisions of The amendment was agreed to. curtin McVey Wharton 
the pendm~ re~o~u~10n. I shall v.ote for The SPEAKER. The question is ·0 n . curtis, Mass. Macdonald .Widnall · . 
such a m?tion If It Is made . . I trust that , the third reading of the joirit resolution. g~~~=· Mo. ::mia'itfs~. ;n~i~:,':s~u~· 
such motiOn shall. be adopted and there.. . . . t 1 t' · d d t be Dawson, utah Martin Wilson, Ind. 
by protect the dairy industry for the The JOI? r~so u Ion was or ere 0 . , D~laney Mason Withrow 
short time necessary to report perma:- · r~ad a third time and was read the third Dennison ~:!der ~~;;:rton ~ 
nent legislation, and that the Commit- tnne: . _ ~!~~~~~n Merrow Younger 
tee on Agriculture will thus be reqUired . M!· HARVEY. _Mr. Speaker, I offer a norn, N.Y. Michef 
to act promptly in reporting to' the House motion to recommit. Dwyer Miller, Md. 
a new farm program that will eliminate · The SPEAK~R. Is the gentleman · NAYS--211 
any inequities now existing and provide opposed to the bill? Abbitt Burleson 
a new and improved program that will · Mr. HARVEY. I am, Mr. Speaker. Abernethy Byrne, Pa. 
more adequately solve and fit into the The SPEAKER . . The gentleman quali- ~~:~~der g:~~~~ 
needs of today. ; fies. . · . · Andersen, Carnahan 

Mr. PORTER. · Mr. Chairman, I shall The Clerk will report the motion to H. carl g~~~l 
support Senate Joint Resolution 162, but recommit. A~~~~~n, christopher 
with reservations which I hope to dis- The Clerk read as follows: Andrews coad 

cusPserastonleanllgyt,_hi~ aatma lnaottercdoan:tvem_. ced that Mr. HARVEY moves that the joint resolution . t.Asnhlhfume~oore g~~re;r 
be recommitted and reported back forthwith Davis, Ga. 

price su,pports, as now in effect, serve the with the following amendment: Strike out Aspinall Dawson~Ill. 

farmer Thi·s does not mean however all of the joint resolution beginning at l~ne 3 Avery Dent 
that I ~m willing to th~·ow out· an exist~ on page 1 and substitute therefor the ::~~!n ~~:;~n 
ing program without offering a solution . . fo!!~~~g~n order to prevent reduc.tions in Bass, Tenn. ~~f~ger 
Mr. Chairman, Secretary Benson may · support prices for dairy products prior t"O :~f:~~rth- · Donohue 
believe· he iS helping the .farmer stand on consideration by congress of such changes Bennett, Fla. Dom, s. c. 
his own feet. · I can appreciate the Secre- in the price support laws ;ts may be necessary · Berry ~~~::m 
tary's sincerity but I cannot accept his · at this time. :~~~ Edmondson 
program which has done little more than "(1) the support price (in terms of dollars Bolling Elliott · 
foreclose on tlle in(lividual farmer. · and cents) for dairy products shall . not be , Bonner Engle 

The mail I have received from con- . less than that available fpr such cpmmodity , Boykin Everett 
- during the marketing year or season which Breeding Evins 

~tituen1tshas beetsn 5 to
8
2 in ftavJor. oft fRereez.. began 1in 1957. . _ :~~~:· ~~. ~:r~:~~~~ _ 

1ng pr ce suppor as ena e 01n so- "The resolution shall )Je effective only for . Brown: Ga. Feighan 
lution 162 proposes. I have had no com- · the marketing year which begins in 1958, or Brown, Mo. F.isher , 
mentary on acreage allotments. . until repealed, whichever date is earlier." ; Burdick - Flood 

CIV--312 

Flynt 
Forrester 
Fountain 
FraZier 
Gathings 
George 
Granahan 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Gregory · 
Gr11fiths 
Gross 
Hardy 
Harris 
Hays, Ark.' 
Healey 
Hebert 
Hemphill 
Holmes 
Horan 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Ikard 

· Jannan 
Jennings 
Jensen 

. Johnson 
Jonas 
JDnes, Ala. · 
Jones, Mo. 
Judd 

. Karsten. 

·. 



4940 CONGRESSIONAL .RECORD- HOUSE - March 20 
Multer Scrivner . Aspinall 
.Murray Selden Avery 
Natcher Shuford Barden 
Norrell · Sikes Bass, Tenn. 
O'Brien, Dl. Simpson, Dl. Beckworth 
O'Brien, N.Y. Simpson, Pa. Belcher 
O'Hara, Ill. . Sisk Bennett, Fla. 

Hardy O'Nelll 
Harris Passman 
Hays, Ark. Patman 
Healey Perkins 
Hebert Pfost 
Hemphlll Philbin 

Mason Ray Smith, Calif. 
Reece, Tenn. Staggers 
Reed Stauffer 
Rhodes, Ariz. Taber 
Rhodes; Pa. Talle 
Riehlinan Teague, Calif. 

Keogh 
Kilday · 
Kilgore 
King 
Kitchin 
Kluczynski 
Knutson 
Krueger· 
Landrum 
Lane 
Lankford 
LeCompte 
Lennon 
Lesinski 
Libonatl 
Loser 
McCarthy 
McCormack 
McFall 
McGovern 
Mcintire 
McMillan 
~chro,wtcz 
Mack, Ill. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon ·· 
Marshall 
Matthews 
Metcalf , 
Mlller, ·calif. 
Mlllet, Nebr. 
Mills 
Mitchell 
Montoya 
Morgan 
Morris 

O'Hara, Minn. Smith, Kans. Bennett, Mich. 
O'Konski Smith, Miss. Bentley 

Hoeven Pilcher 
Holmes Poage 

May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Michel 
Miller,Md. 
M11ler, N.Y. 
Minshall 
Morano 
Mumma 
Neal 
Nicholson 
Nimtz 
O'Brien, Ill. 
O'Hara, Ill. 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Patterson 
Pelly 
Pillion 

Robison, N.Y. Thomas 
Robsion, Ky. Thompson, N.J. 

Moss 
Moulder 

O'Neill Smith, Va.. Berry 
Passman Spence Blitch 
Patman Springer Boggs 

·Perkins Steed Bolling 
Pfost Sulliv~;~.n Bonner 
Philbin Teague, Calif. Boykin 
Pilcher Teague, Tex. Breeding 
Poage Teller Brooks, La. 
Polk Thomas Brooks, Tex. 

i~£i~n ~~F!~~;~ ~e~: 5~~~2k g~·: . 
Price Trimble Burleson 
Prol;ltY. Tup~ .. . Bush 
Raba~t Udall , Byrne, Pa. 
Rees, Kans. Ullman Byrnes, Wis. 

· Reuss Vanik cannon 
·Riley . Vinson · Carnahan 
Roberts Vorys Carrigg 
Robeson, Va. Weaver Celler 
Robsion, Ky. Whitener .. Chelf 
Rogers, Colo, Whitten .Chenoweth 
Rogers, Fla. Wier Ch i to h 
Rogers, Tex. Williams, 'Miss. co!: P er 
Rooney , Willis · · Coffin 
Roosevelt Winstead Colmer 
Ru,therford Wright Cooley -
~ap.tangelo Yqung pavis, Ga. 
Saund ·Zablocki Dawson; Ill. 

' f?cott, N.c. Zelenko ' Dent 
NOT VOTING-46 Denton 

Baring Friedel Moore Diggs 
Barrett . . Garmatz Morrison Dollinger 
Blatnik Glenn Radwan: - Donohue 
Bow Gordon Rains ·· · Dorn, S. C. 
Buckley Grant Rivers ~~:~:m 
Byrd - Green, Pa. Sheehan Edmondson 

. coudert _ Gwinn Shelley . Efliott · . ~:~~Y Tenn . .. ~!::ig;:io .- ~~:f~!~i · Engle 
Dies Holifield Thompson, La. · ~~T~~tt 
~~f:i1 

, ~~~~~d- · ~~lt-er .- F!!.rQstein 
. Doyle • . . ·. -- Kearney Watts · . ~s~:P 
Eberharter · . Kee Wiggleswo!th Flood 
Fallon · Kirwan Flynt 
Fora~_c,l ·. ·: • ;, -- ~?g .- ~· • : Forrester · 

,. -So the motion to -recommit -was re"" " Fountain 
j ected. 1 - -. Frazier ·. 

· . ' Gathings The Clerk am1ounced the follown~g G~orge 
pairs~ . .. · ' Granahan 

On this vote,: · g~!!n, Oreg. 
Mr. Heselton for, wit:h Mr .. Byrd . against. Gregory 
Mr. -Kean ~o:r, :with Mr . .Shell~y against. · Gr11Jlths, 
Mr. <:;ou5iert :fqr, with Mr. W~tts ~galnst. Gross 
Mr. Glenn. fo~. with M;r. Morrison_ against. 
Mr. Radwan for, with Mr. Barrett against. 
Mr. : B9w for, with Mr. Hays of Ohio 

against .... , 
Mr. Moore for, w.ith Mr. Doyle against. 
Mr. Sheeh~n for, with Mr. Blatnik against .. 
Mr. Wigglesworth for, with Mr. Holifield 

-against.. ~ : 1 
Mr. Gwinn for, with Mr. Davis of Tennes-

lee against. · · 
· Mr. Dooley for, with Mr. Dies against. 

Until furth.ernotice: 
Mr. :s;ol,land w_i th Mr. K~arney. · ' 

Mr. ADDONIZIO, Mr. STAGGERS, 
. and Mr. BENNETT of Michigan changed 
their votes from "nay" to "yea." 

The ·sPEAKER. The question is on 
passage of the -bill. . . 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

· The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 211, nays 172, not voting 47, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Albert 
Alexander 

[Roll No. 28] 
YEAS-211 

Andersen, 
H. Carl 

Anderson, 
Mont. 

Andrews 
Anfuso 
Ashley 
Ashmore 

Adair 
Addonizio 
Alger 
Allen, C'alif. 
Allen, Ill. 
Arends . 
Auchincloss 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Bass, N.H. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Beamer 
Becker 

' Betts 
Boland 
Bolton 
Bosch 
Boyle 
Bray 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Byrne, Ill. 
Canfield 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Clark 
C'levenger 
Collier 

Horan Polk Rodino Thomson, Wyo. 
Huddleston Porter Rogers, Fla. Udall 
Hull Preston Rogers, Mass. Vanik 
Ikard Price Sadlak VanZandt 
Jarman Prouty St. George Vorys 
Jennings Quie 
Jensen Rabaut 

Saylor Vursell 
Schenck Wainwright 

Johnson Rees, Kans. Scherer Westland 
Jonas Reuss Schwengel Widnall 
Jones, Ala. Riley 
Jones, Mo. Roberts 

Scott, Pa. Wilson, Calif. 
Scudder Wilson, Ind. 

Karsten Robeson Va. Seely-Brown Wolverton · 
· Keogh Rogers, Colo. Poff Siler Yates 
Kilburn Rogers, Tex. Powell Simpson, Pa. Younger 
Kilday • Rooney . . NOT VOTING-47 · Kilgore Roosevelt 
Ki~g . Rutherford Baring Friedel ·. 
Kitchin '· Santangelo Barrett Garmatz 

Mitchell 
Moore 
Morrison 
Radwan 

Knox Saund Blatnik Glenn 
Knutson ·Scott, N.'C. Bow Gordon 
Krueger Scrivner Buckley Grant Rains 

~ Laird . Selden Byrd Green, Pa. Rivers 
Sheehan 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Sieminski 
Thompson, La. 
Utt 

Landrum Shuford Coudert Gwinn 
Lane .. Sikes · Davis, Tenn. Hays, Ohio 

. Lankford Simpson, Ill. Dellay Heselton 
LeCompte Sisk Dies · o Holifield 
Lennon Smith, Kans. Dingell Holland 
Lesinski Smith; Miss. Dooley . Keen, 
Loser S.mith, Va. Doyle Kearney Walter 
McCarthy Spence Eberharter Kee 
McC'ormack Springer Fallon Kirwan 

Watts 
Wigglesworth 

McFall Steed Forand Long 
McGovern Sullivan 
Mcintosh - Taylor So the joint resolution was passed. 
McMillan · Teague, Tex. . The Clerk announced · the following 
M~chrowicz TTeelwleers . pairs: 
Mack, n1. · t 
Mack, Wash. Thompson, Tex. .. On this VO e: 
Magnuson . Thornb~rry ·' -Mr • . Garniatz for, with Mr. Wigglesworth 
Mahon · Tollefson against. . . . . 

· Marshall .· Trimble _Mr. ~allon for, with ~r. Sheehan agai~st. 
Matthews Tuck . Mr .. Friedel for, with Mr: Moore against: Metcalf Ullri;J.an 
Miller, Cali!. . van Pelt ·Mr. ~alps for, with !\fr. Bow against . . 
:Mmer, Nebr. Vinson . ·Mr: Grant for, with Mr. Coudert against . 

: Mills - . Weaver ' · :Mr. Mftchell 'for; · with ;Mr.' Walter against·. 
Montoya Wharton 'Mr.' Buckfey ·for, ·wtth Mr. Kean agai~st . . · r 

Morgan· Whitener .lylr. WattS for, with Mr. Radwan against. · 
Mortis · Whitten ·· . l4r .• :pie~ for, . wi~~ Mr. ~oley aga_inst. _ 

- MMos~A WW~~l; Mi ' Mr. Sheppard for, with Mr. Gordon against. 
ou ~er ams, · ss. Mr. F'orarid for, witn Mr. Gwfnn ' a ·g· airist.· ,, Mul~e.r WUliams, N.Y. 

Murray ·Will1s .. 'Mr: · ~reen .of fennsylvania fdr, with Mr. -
· Natcher Winstead ' Heselton against. · 

Norblad Withrow Mr.' Thompson of '·LOuisiana for, ·with Mr. 
Norrell Wr.ight Gienn against. . • 

· O'Brien, N. Y. ·' Young .. Mr: Kirwan 'for; with Mr. Dellay against: . O'Hara, -Minn. . 2';ablockl . 
O'Konski Zelen~o ·until further n~tice :· . 

NAY&-172 
Corbett Harrison, Va. 
Cramer Harvey 
Cretella .~Haskell 
Cunningham, Henqei'son 

Iowa Herlong 
. C'Unningham, Hess 

Nebr. · ·Hiestand 
Curtin ·Hill 
Curtis, Mass. Hillings 
Curtis, Mo. Hoffman 

. Dague Holt · 
Dawson, Utah Holtzman 
Qelaney Hosmer . 
Dennison Hyde 
Derounian · Jackson 
Devereux · 'James 
Dixon· Jenkins 
Dorn, N.Y. Johansen 
Dwyer Judd 

. Feigha:n. .Kef'rns 
Fenton Keating 
Fino Kelly, N.Y. 
Fogarty Kluczynski 
Ford Lafore 
Frellnghuysen Latham 
Fulton Libonatt 
Gary Lipscomb 
Gavin McCulloch 
Griffin McDonough 
Gubser McGregor 
Hagen Mcintire 
Hale McVey 
Haley Macdonald 
Halleck Madden 
Harden Mailliard 
Harrison, Nebr. Martin 

Mr. Sieminski with Mr. Utt. 
·Mr. Lo~g with Mr:· Kearney. 

Mr. VAN ZANDT changed his vote 
from ' "yea" to "nay." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

· A motion to 1'econsider was laid on the 
table. 

The 'title of the resolution was 
amended to read: "Joint resolution to 
stay temporarily any reduction in sup
port prices or acreage allotments." 

NATIONAL LOTTERY BILL 
Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous .consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER'. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, while we in 

this Congress continue to ignore the tre
mendous revenue-producing features of 
my national lottery bill, many of our 
States throughout this country are tak
ing full a~vantage of and capitalizing 

·/ 
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on the natmal betting · urge of the · by this :fiscal measure. Now is the time 
American ·people. to wipe out hypocrisy and seriously con-

Several days ago the New York State sider the merits of -this legislation. 
Assembly passed unanimously a bill ex-
tending the racing season for an addi:- .. 
tional 5 days. This legislative action 
will not only further satisfy the gam
bling spirit of the people· of New York 
but, more importantly, it ·would enable 
the State to pick up more than $1 mil
lion a year in additional revenue. 

Mr. Speaker, in the past year, · the 
State racing commissions throughout 
this Nation have been extending their 
racirig days. Only recently, the State 
of Maryland opened its 1958 season at 
Bowie on February 8, in the dead. of 
winter. I am sure no one is so naive to 
believe that these extensions of the rac
ing seasons are based on any desire to 
breed better horses. That is absolute 
nonsense. The purpose is obvious-it 
means increased revenue to the State 
treasuries. 

Recently, the New York City Council_ 
passed a resolution calling upon the 
State legislature to permit a referendtini. 
on the question of legalizing off-track 
betting. Needless to say, this request 
was prompted not only because of the 
city's concern over its failure to control 
the gambling instincts of man but be
cause New York City feels that this 
source of revenue should be legally 
tapped to help relieve the heavy pressure 
borne by the taxpayers. 

Mr. Speaker, evidence of the known 
fact that the urge to gamble is deeply 
ingrained in humans was shown last 
November when the· people of the State 
of New York voted overwhelmingly in 
favor of bingo. · This approval not only 
clothes our bingo players with complete 
respectability and legality but will help 
our religious, fraternal, and charitable 
organizations to :finance their causes and 
improvements with greater ease. 

-All of these legislative movements rep
resent not only a complete recognition of 
the well known fact that the urge to 
gamble is as old as mankind itself but 
the acceptance of the principle that reg
ulation by law will provide the State 
governments with add.i,tional funds 
which could and would help to relieve 
some of the unconscionable burden 
borne by the taxpayers. 

Mr. Speaker, several weeks ago, Per
cival F. Brundage, our former Budget 
Director, in answer to a question on the 
televised program, Youth Wants To 
Know, said: "!'must admit t:Q.at I hate 
to see all the benefits of the gambling 
that there is going to the underworld. 
I would like to find some way of tapping 
it." 

. Mr. Speaker, for 6 years, I have been 
urging Congress to enact my national 
lottery bill which, in t~e opinion of 59 
percent of the American people, is tPe 
only way to tap this source of revenue. 
The national lottery bill is not a gam
bling measure but rather a revenue
making bill which would raise $10 bil
lion a year-voluntarily and paiillessly. 

Mr. Speaker, my national lottery bill 
deserves the deepest consideration and 
this Congress has no right to be careless, 
more particularly at this time, of pos
sible tax and revenue advantages offered 

UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent -to extend my remarks at 
this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I have been 

seriously concerned with the problem of 
the . unemployed who are exhausting 
their eligibility for State unemployment 
benefits. I do not feel that this Nation 
is confronted with a serious threat of 
depression. I believe that the recession 
in which we now find ourselves is very 
largely the result of a buyers' strike, plus 
a lack of confidence in our own national 
security. People are tired of constantly 
increasing prices. The Russian break
through in the field of satellites early 
last fall and recent Russian diplomatic 
progress shook American .confidence in 
our own Government. _The combination 
has resulted in a very cautious buying 
mood. It is significant that savings are 
increasing steadily. The Nation is not 
in economic danger. The percentage of 
unemployed is less than one-third that 
which we . experienced at the depth of 
the depression in the 1930's. There are 
ample cushions against d~pression and 
only through sheerest folly could we talk 
recession into something approximating 
a depression. 

This generally optimistic outlook, 
however, does not contradict the fact 
that those who are unemployed are 1.1av
ing a dim cult time. Ordinarily, a reces
sion brings one compensating factor in 
that prices come down. In this instance 
they are continuing to increase. No 
great~r service could· be done to this Na
tion today than for management and 
labor jointly to find a means to bring 
prices down. This is the most impor:.. 
tant single step that could be taken to 
end recession and to stop completely 
any trend toward a depression which 
exists. But, for the moment, Congress 
has a responsibility and it should move 
quickly toward the' development of a 
formula that .would permit extensions of 
benefits at State levels and thereby to 
encourage State action to make perma
nent improvements in the amount and 
duration of these benefits. 

Florida is fortunate in that the num
ber of unemployed is among the lowest 
percentagewise in the Nation. In Feb
ruary there were 26,040 unemployed. 
This number is 3.3 percent of the total 
number of workers. A year ago there 
were 14,158 unemployed which was 2.17 
percent of the workers. It is an inter
esting commentary that although the 
percentage in unemployed has increased, 
the number who holds jobs in Florida is 
now greater than was true a year ago. 
The number· of persons employed in 
Florida is estimated at 1,602,000 at this 
time; whereas, it was 1,567,000 a year 
ago. This situation is brought about by 
the fact that Florida is growing rapidly 
and that many new people have moved 
into the State in the past 12 months. 

Offsetting this favorable picture, how
ever, is the fact that Florida's protection 
for its unemployed is the shortest in the 
Nation. Our maximum -duration of un
employment pay for a worker is only 16 
weeks. I believe there are no States 
with shgrter periods. Our average 
weekly unemployment pay is $23.87 per 
week. Although this is not the lowest, 
it is among the lowest averages in the 
Nation. One State, Pennsylvania, has a 
30 weeks' maximum duration of unem:.. 
ployment pay. Nevada shows an aver
age weekly unemployment pay of $38.7L 
For comparison purposes, ·the lowest 
average weekly unemployment pay is 
North Carolina with $19.70. Thus, 
Florida's unemployed, although low in - , 
number, will be very adversely affected 
unless there is an extension of the 
duration of unemployment compensa
tion benefits. Florida's unemployment 
compensation laws, like those of most 
States, were enacted when prices were 
much lower and they do not adequately 
deal with today's problems. 

The President has recognized that this 
is a problem which affects the Nation 
and I am pleased that his leadership has 
been exerted toward an extension of 
benefits. Since unemployment is in
creasing in severity, there must be im- . 
mediate action on the part of the Con
gress. Possibly this will have to be done 
on a temporary basis. ' Certainly we _ 
cannot wait for State action to bring a : 
long-range permanent _ solution, since 
most of the State legislatures do not 
meet until next year. While unemploy
ment benefits certainly are not thought 
of as a measure to end a recession, it is 
nevertheless true that increases in 
unemployment benefits will help to 
bolster the economy. These benefits will 
immediately be paid out by the re
cipients for items essential to livelihood. 
The principal matter to consider, how:
ever, is the fact that from a humani
tarian standpoint, we cannot ignore the 
plight of those who soon will have noth
ing to which to turn for the necessities 
of life. 

AID OLDER CIVIL SERVICE 
PENSIONERS 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
im'ous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to . 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, effective Oc

tober 1, 1956, Congress rewrote the Civil 
Service Retirement Act to provide an in
crease averaging 25 percent in the re
tirement benefits of all eligible Federal 
employees who were pensioned off after 
that date. 

In doing so, the Government fulfilled 
part of its moral obligation toward civil
service annuitants. But what about 
those who retired in the years before 
October 1, 1956? H. R. 607, makes up 
for the oversight, by extending increased 
benefits to them. 

Many of these older retirees paid in 
dollars that were worth 100 cents, as 
their contributions to the retirement 
fund, and are being paid back in dollars 



4942 CONGRESSIONAL ·-RECORD- HOUSE - March 20 

that are only worth half as much in pur- Those who retired from Federal em- Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, re
chasing power. Long before social secu- ployntent before October 1, 1956, have serving the right to object, will the gen
rity was dreamed of, in fact as early as made a strong case for equal entitlement tleman from New Jersey explain this 
August 1920, they were contributing 2% to the increases given to .those who re- bill? 
percent of their salaries, or more thari tired after that date. And with pay Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Yes. 
workers covered by social security are raises for Federal employees, to be en- This bill simply takes the Patent Office 
contributing today. acted at this session, we can do no less Building which is now used as office 

When social security became law, Fed- for the older annuitants. space by t:tie Civil Service Commission, 
eral employees were already contribut- As soon as the Federal pay raise bills and following the period of use by that 
ing the increased rate of 3¥2 percent. are passed, the bill to provide increases Commission until it moves to a building 
In view of their higher contributions, in certain annuities payable from the · which has been authorized~ and trans
they should receive proportionately more civil-service retirement and disability fers it to the Smithsonian Institution 
in benefits. Yet I know of some letter fund, and for other purposes, becomes or the regents thereof for use as a de
carriers and postal clerks who retired mandatory. Private industry has set th.e pository for the national collection and 
before October, 1, 1956, and their annui- precedent by maintaining annuities on for other purposes. 
ties barely enable them to scrape by. a basis commensurate with current pay Mr. LECOMPTE. It was voted out 

·A retirement annuity for a person who scales. unanimously? 
has given most of his working years to the However, of the 246,362 annuitants on Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. It 
service of the United States Government the civil-service retirement roll of was; and there is no money involved 
should provide a . modest income that June 30, 1956, 93,958, or 38 percent were ir ... this bill. · 
will free him from the fear of want. receiving less than $100 per month, or The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

In the group which this bill is designed fractionally under $25 per week. the request of the gentleman from New 
to help, present annuities are not suffi- The Federal Government must get up Jersey? . 
cient to give them the minimum income to date and increase the benefits for its There being no objection, the Clerk 
necessary for their· basic material re- former employees who retired before read the bill, as follows: 
quirements and some peace of mind. October 1, 1956. Be it enacted, etc.; That it is the policy of 
This bill provides an increase of 10 per- the Congress and the purpose of this act to 
cent, but shall not apply where annui- SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRI- provide for the exhibition of th.e National 
tants earn more than $1,200 in gainful Collection of Fine Arts, and a collection of 
employment that includes wages, salary, ATION BILL the portraits of eminent American men and 
or income from self-employment, in any Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask women, in accordance with the best prac-
one calendar year after their retirement unanimous consent to take from the tices of the world's leading art galleries and museums. 
from the Federal service. Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 10881), SEc. 2. (a) The Administrator of General 

The President and the Civil Service the second supplemental appropriation Services shall transfer the Civil service com
Commission suspended all age retire- bill, with Senate amendments thereto, mission Building (formerly known as the 
ments scheduled for July, August, and disagree to the Senate amendments, and Patent Office Building), and the site thereof 
September of 1956 so that the employees agree to the conference asked by the located between Seventh and Ninth Streets 

" t d ld · t b t f Senate. and F and G Streets NW., in the District of 
au.ec e wou receive he e:i:lefi s ° Columbia, to the Regents of the Smithso-
the new law. A section of the bill under The SPEAKER. Is there objection to nian Institution, without reimbursement for 
consideration will make ·the 1956 amend- · the request of the gentleman from Mis- use as the permanent home of the Nati~nal 
ments . retroactively effective for the ,. souri? [After a pause.] . The Chair · Collection of Fine Arts and a National For
benefit of those employees who were sep~ hears none and appoints the following trait G~llery for the display of the portraits 
arated in the months prior to the date conferees: Messrs. CANNON, . THOMAS, of eminent American men and women. such 
of enactment, if they had ann'lJ,al leave WHITTEN, RoONEY, TABER, H. CARL transfer shall be made at such time as the 
sufficient to have carried them to July 31, ANDERSEN, and CLEVENGER. Administrator of General Services deter-

. mines that the use of the building by- the 
• - 1956. . ,. ~ivil Service Commission for office purposes 

This section permits an employee, who GENERAL LEAVE TO .EXTEND 1s no longer essential, but in any event with- · 
qualifies, to ' choose between (a) his in 5 years after the date of the enactment 
present old-law annuity, including any REMARKS of this act. 
increase under the act of August 11, 1955, -Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask '(b) The Administrator of General Serv-
and under this bill; and (b) an annuity unanimous con5ent that all Members ices, in consultation with the Regents of the 
under the 1956 act without such l·n- h d . t d h 1 Smithsonian Institution, is authorized to 

W o es1re o o so may ave 5 egisla- enter into such contracts and take such other 
creases. tive days in which to extend their re- action as may be necessary to furnish and 

Section 4 provides that the annuities marks in the RECORD on Senate Joint equip the Civil Service Commission Build
and increases in annuities granted un- Resolution 162. ing and render it suitable for use as the 
der the preGeding section& wili be paid The SPEAKER. Is there objection to permanent home of the National Collection 
f:tom tne civil-service retirement and the request of the gentleman from North of Fine Arts and as a National Portrait Gal-
disability fund through the fiscal year Carolina? . lery. 
which ends June 30, 1960, and thereafter There was no objection. With the following committee amend-
will be terminated for any fiscal year for ment: 
which the Congress fails to make appro
priation to compensate the fund for the 

'· c·ost of such aruiuities -and increases ' in 
annuities. It seems to me that we should · 
be guided by the fifth report of the Com.:. 
mittee on Retirement Policy for Federal 
Personnel which states: 

The problem of ad!usting the annuity 
benefits of retired employees and of the sur
vtvors of former employees is one which must 
be resolved from time to time· as circum
stances require, e. g., a substantial increase 
in the cost of living. ·The committee · be
lieves that it is incumbent on the Congress 
when adjusting the current pay of Govern• 
ment employees or when · liberalizing --.the 
benefit formula for future annuitants to 
reexamine the benefits ·paid to annuitants 
already on the rolls with a view to adjusting 
their annuities_.as warranted. -

TRANSFER· OF THE CIVIL SERVICE 
'COMMISSION BUn.o'ING IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TO THE 
REGENTS OF THE -SMITHSONIAN 
INSTITUTION 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the bill 
<H. R. 9145) to provide for the transfer 
of the Civil Service Commission Build
ing in . the District of Columbia to the 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution 
to house the National .Collection of Fine 
Arts and a National Portrait. Gallery. 

The Clerk read. the title of the ·bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the. request of the gentleman from New 
J~rsey? - · - · 

Strike out ali after the enacting clause 
and insert: "That (a) the Administrator of 
General Services shall transfer the Civil 
Service Commission Building (formerly 
known as the Patent Office Building), and 
the site thereof located between Seventh 
and Ninth Streets and F and G Streets 
Northwest in the District of Columbia tO 
the Smithsonian Institution without r~im
bursement, for the use of certain art galler-
ies of the Smithsonian Institution. · 

"(b) The transfer provided for by sub
section (a) shall be made at such time as the 
Administrator of General Services deter
mines that the use _of the building by the 
Federal Government for offi.ce purposes 1s 
no longer essential. 

"(c) The Administrator of General Serv
ices, in consultation with the Smithsonian 
Institution, is authorized to enter into such 
contra.cts and take ·such , other action .as 
may be :Q.~cessary _to, make it suitable to 
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house certain art galleries o! the Smithso
nian Institution upon transfer of funds 
available to the Smithsonian Institution for 
such purposes." 

Amend the title so as to read: "A bill to 
provide for the transfer of the Civil Service 
Commission Building in the District of Co
lumbia to the Smithsonian Institution to 
house certain art collections of the Smith
sonian Institution." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on tbe table. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask · unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
<S. 1984) to provide for the transfer of 
the Civil Service Commission Building 
in the District of Columbia to the Smith
sonian Institution to house certain art 
collections of the Smithsonian Institu
tion. 

The clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enact'ecl, etc., That (a) the Adminis
trator of General Services shall transfer the 
Civil Service Commission Building (formerly 
known as the Patent Office Building), and 
the site thereof located between Seventh and 
Ninth Streets and F and. G Streets Northwest 
in the District of Columbia, to the Smith
sonian Institution without reimbursement, 
for . the use of certain art ~alleries of the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

(b) The transfer provided for by subsec
tion (a) ·shall be rnade at such time as the 
Administrator of General Services determines 
that the use of th!! .building by . the Federal · 
Government for offi.ce purposes is no longer 
essential: . . : · 

(c) The Administrator of General Services, 
in consultation with the Smithsonian Insti
tution, is authorized to enter into such con
tracts and take such other action as may be 
necessary to make it suitable to house cer
tain art galleries of the Smith11onian ·Insti
tution upon tra_nsfer of funds . available to 
the Smithsonian Institution for such pur
poses. 

. The bill was ordered to be read a third· 
time, was· read 'the third time; and 
passed, and. a ,motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

A similar House bill, H. R. 9145, was 
laid on the table: 

Fine Arts and a National Portrait Gal
lery and the important program in con
temporary art authorized by the 75th 
Congress in 1938 in Public Resolution 95. 
We were joined in this Congress by Sen-· 
ator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, of New 
Mexico, in sponsoring legislation for 
these and similar worthy purposes. 

The National Collection of Fine Arts 
was established more than a century ago 
by the Congress and is now valued at 
more than $10 million. During most of 
this time the collection has been most 
inadequately housed in the Natural His
tory Museum. At the same time, the 
true role of the national collection in 
our national life has been described by 
those competent to judge these inatters 
as similar to the Tate Gallery in Eng
land, and the Luxembourg in France. 

When the Mellon request was being 
considered by the Congress Senator La 

. Follette strongly objected to the. provi
sion that "no works of art shall be in
cluded in the permanent collection of 
the National Gallery of Art unless they 
are of similar high standard of quality 
to those in the collection acquired by 
the donor." He contended that this pro
vision would rule out "the development 
of American art which is modern in 
character and indigenous to the history, 
the background, and the traditions of 
the people of the United States." Sen
ator La Follette urged that the legisla
tion accepting the gift of ,t\ndrew W. 
Mellon be amended to provide encour
agement and recognition to living art
ists. After all, as he clearly saw, a dead 
painter cannot paint. 
· When Senator La Follette's proposal 

failed, Public Resolutiop 95, 75th Con
gress, was enacted into law providing for 
a great art gallery, complementing the 
Mellon Gallery of A1;t, to house the Na
tiomtl Collection of Fine· Arts, to estab
lish a National Portrait Gallery, and to 
provide for an important program of 
contemporary-art~ 

The art of our country is important; 
make no mistake about that. · Look at the 
beautiful book Three Hundred Years 
of American Painting, and the interest
ing book America's Arts and Skills, re- . 
cently published by Time and Life mag
azines, if you want to obtain a quick .pic
ture of its scope. Of course, there are a 
thousand other books of · equal merit 
dealing with this important aspect of our 
national life. After reading these wotks 

THE NATIONAL COLLECTION OF you will see how baseless are the charges 
of our enemies that our citizens have no 

FINE ARTS AND ''l'HE NATIONAL . concern. with the great cultural heritage 
PORTRAI'r-GALLERY ' . . of the West,- that we are cultural bar
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. barians, that we are interested only in 

Speaker, I ask· unanimous consent · to .mate:rial things. · 
. extend my reinarks at this point .in the · Unfortunately, there is · no national 

'. , REcORD. · museum- of American arts ·and skills 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to where our own people can see. the excit

the request of the gentleman from New ing story of our own contributions to 
Jersey? painting, sculpture, and architecture, 

There was no objection. · where our ycung people can learn of our 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. own great accomplishments, where they 

Speaker, Senator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, can obtain a truer picture of what we be
of .Min~esota, j_oine~ me i~ s~~oring lieve in than iS· presented by the comic-· 
legislation in 1956 to transfer the his- . strip art of otJr newspapers- a.~d by . the 
toric · P~teiit Office :Building· in Wash- Elvis Presleys of television fame. . · · 
ington to the Smithsonian Institution to With a building of its own: I . am sure 
establish a permanent headquarters that the National Collection of Fine Arts 
building for the National Collection of will attract gifts from many citizens 

throughout the country. That has been 
proven to be the case with the National
Mellon-Gallery of Art. I am convinced 
that people at present hesitate to make 
gifts to the National Coilection of Fine 
Arts, not knowing where and how these 
gifts will be exhibited. 

The National Gallery of Art is now 
17 years old. It will be recalled that 
in 1936 Andrew W. Mellon wrote to 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt offer
ing his collection, and a great building to 
house it, to the Nation. The National 
Gallery soon became a reality and it has 
grown from a half-empty museum to a 
world-renowned gallery, the exhibit 
rooms of which are filled with the works 
of the greatest artists of the world. 
through many centuries. The National 
Gallery has fulfilled the hope of its 
founder that "it would become not a 
static but a living institution, growing in
usefulness and . importance to artists, 
scholars, ~nd the general public." · 

Two dissimilar men, Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt, often described as the most 
intelligent President about art since 
Jefferson, and Andrew W. Mellon, have, 
through this great cultural monument, 
made enduring contributions to enrich 
the life of this Nation. In the years that 
have passed since .its doors were opened 
nearly 30,000,000 visitors have entered 
to study and to learn what man is cap
able of when he has vision and talent. 

So, I would hope that the National 
Collection of Fine Arts and the National 
Portrait Gallery would similarlY serve 
the Nation in their own way. It is in
structive to recall that the Committee on. 
the Library.of the 75th Congress-in 1938 
said in an official report on this subject 
that--

You,r cqmmi ttee. are Impressed by the_ moral 
o'b,ligation of the O:o:verriment to make ·ade

. quate provision 'for the . preservation and
exhibition of obje<ltS or' art which have been 
accepted by its authorization. 

The . committee are further impressed by 
the lack of a gallery· where portraits of emi
nent national characters may be worthily 
displayed, to inspire emulation on the part 
of rising generations. In this the Govern
ment is behind the practice of other enlight
ened countries, where 'national portrait 
galleries are notable institutions. 

Finally, the great impetus lately given to 
national culture by .the Government's en
couragement of contemporary artists . can 
hardly go _on, greatly desirable though it. is, 
without providing a place where .the public 
may see and learn to appreciate the artistic 
work · of their own people and generation. 

It wlll be recalled that the great gift of the 
late ,.Andrew W. Mellon to-the Nation for -art 
carried the 'ccmdition~that the' gallery he gave ' 
should contain nothing but masterpieces of 

· oil painting and of sculpture. .It is· to be· 
expected t~at art colle.ctions ,of .grep;t value 
will .be offered by .private citizens to the Na- ~ 
tional Galle:ty of . Art from time to time, o(' · 

. which certain portions will come within ·the 
conditions just named, · and be admitted to 
the great gallery which Mr, Mellon has given. 
Other-portions, perhaps of contemporary art, 
perhaps of jewelry, tapestry, or other· 
branches of art, ·w}lile .not less worthy, may , 
not be admissible. Such gifts would then .· 
find their place in ·the gallery which this reE;o-~ 
lution contemplates. 1 

·From still ·another point of view, the rela
tionship between the proposed gallery and 
the ·National Gallery is interesting. France 
has its ·Luxemburg, where-works of art serve, 
as one might say, their apprenticeship, and 
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from which some -of them graduatE! whert 
time has tested them to the Louvre as master
pieces. Such it is expected, may be the hon
orable career of some of the works of-. art· 
being produced contemporaneously by Amer
ican artists. For a time they will be seen in 
the proposed gallery, and at length will go 
on to the National Gallery when time has 
proved them worthy. 

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION TRAVELING _ 
EXHIBITION SERVICE 

In the present decade the traveling ~x
hibition service of the National CollectiOn 
of Fine Arts has been serving an impor
tant role in our foreign policy. Since its 
inception in 1951 it has arran~e~ . 972 
different showings of its 93 exhibitiOns 
in 323 private and public organizations 
in the United states and Canada. In ad
dition, something like 50 exhibitions were 
assembled for circulation abroad under 
the auspices of the United States I_n~or
mation Agency. Art will be exhibited 
at the Brussels Fair and is expected to be 
seen by forty to fifty million people. 

In many countries a place of honor is 
given to leaders in the ar~s and in~e~l~c
tual _fields and in religiOus activities. 
The intellectual is not dismissed as an 
egghead. The artist is not called a long
hair. The minister of religion is not 
considered an impractical idealist. The 
circulation of American art abroad is 
doing much to dispel the stereotypes 
held by other peoples about us. This is 
of vital importance because if we are to 
continue as a leader of the Free World 
we must by our acts show that we are a 
mature and stable people. Many com
petent observers have reported that peo
ple in other countries ofte~ t~iX:k that 
we in America are too materialistic, have 
too few ideals, and consider us anti
intellectual, deficient in culture, and su
perficial in religion. 

Dr. Henry T. Heald, president of the 
Ford Fm.mdation, has warned that edu
cation and-exercise of the mind are not 
luxuries but are, in fact, necessities. 
Speaking to a group of business _an~ 
financial leaders in New York City s 
Union League Club yesterday, Dr. Heald 
warned that America had better stop 
neglecting its intellectuals and st_art 
cherishing them if we want to survive. 
The former chancellor of New York Uni
versity declared that "the present mili
tary attitude of the great powers seems 
pointed · away from war." "The race to
day," he said, "is not an a~ms r~ce _but 
race for political, economic, scientific, 
even cultural supremacy." 

The fact that our Federal Govern
ment, from the very beginning, has been 
concerned with cultural values and the 
arts, as it has been, conflicts violently 
with the convenient stereotype so zeal
ously fostered by our enemies abroad in 
well-directed propaganda campaigns. 

It is forgotten, even by our own peo
ple that our Founding Fathers were re
ma~kably well-educated individuals who 
held that the purpose of the humanities 
and the fine arts was to mold capable 
and cultivated human beings who would 
be eapable- of conquering a wilderne~~ 
and building and preserving a nation. 

George Washington declared "the 
prosperity o·f our country is closely con
ne~ted with our improvement in the 

useful arts" and "the arts· and sciences 
essential to the prosperity of the State 
and to the ornament and happiness of 
human life have a primary claim to the 
encouragement of every lover of his 
country a·nd mankind." 

In his first annual address to the Con
gress on January 8, 1790, President 
Washington said: 

There is nothing which can better de
serve our patronage than the promotion of 
science and literature. Whether this de
sirable object will be the best promoted by 
affording aids to seminaries of learning al
ready established, by the institution of .a 
national university, or by any other expedi
ents, will be worthy of a place in the de
liberations of the Legislature. 

President Washington believed that 
an educational program which included 
the fine arts was essential to enable our 
youth to develop a true understanding 
of our form of government and of the 
true and genuine liberties of mankind. 
Such a balanced education, he wrote in 
his will providing funds for a national 
university, "would have the tendency to 
spread systematic ideas through all parts 
of this rising empire, thereby to do away 
local attachments and State prejudices, 
as far as the nature of things would, or 
indeed ought to admit from our national 
councils." 

President Washington, and the Found
ing Fathers generally were thoroughly a 
part of the western classic tradition 
stemming from ancient Greece where 
music, art, and poetry were a part of the 
education of every citizen. 

I include here a report relative to ac
tion by the Congress in the 1930's to pro
vide a suitable home for the National 
Collection of Fine Arts as well as a Na
tional Portrait Gallery. Included also 
are some of the letters I have received 
urging that greater attention be given 
to our own contemporary arts and cul
ture by the Federal Government. 

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
Washington, D. C., March 19, 1958. 

The Honorable FRANK THOMPSON, Jr. 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
· DEr.R Mr. THOMPSON: In response to your 
request we submit the following references 
to the legislative action relative to Public 
Resolution 95, 75th Congress, approved on 
May 17, 1938, to set apart public ground 
from the Smithsonian Gallery of Art, and 
for other purposes. · Marked copies of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD containing the debate 
on this matter and House Report 1900, ac
companying the legislation, have been sent 
to your office : 

"H. J. Res. 599. To set apart public ground 
for the Smithsonian Gallery o.f Art. Intro
duced by Mr. Keller and referred to the 
Committee on the Library, page 2157. 

"Reported with amendments (H. Rept. 
1900), page 2896. 

"Debated, pages 4664, 5488. · 
"Amended and passed House, page 6058. 
"Referred to Senate Committee on the Li-

brary, page 6105. 
"Passed Senate (in lieu of S. J. Res. 262), 

page 6230. 
"Examined and signed, pages 6424, 6427. 
••Presented to the President, page 6517. 
·•'Approved (Public .Resolution No. 950); 

page 1124." 
Sincerely yours, 

ERNEST S. GRIFFITH, 
Director. 

WADSWORTH ATHENEUM, 
Hartford, Conn. 

Hon. FRANK THOMPSON, Jr., 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. c. 
. DEAR MR. THOMPSON: Thank you Ve-ry i:nuch 

for sending me the copy of your proposed bill. 
In the first place I think all of us who are 
interested in the arts. should express our ap
preciation to you for the persistent. efforts 
that you have carried on in Congress in the 
interests of American art and art in America. 
It is this leadership which you have dis
played which in the long run will produce 
an effective art program on a governmental 
level. 

In regard to your proposed bili, I think it 
has considerable merit. It has been proved 
that art combined with natural history and 
science suffers as to the other 2 when they 
are incorporated in the 1 single museum. 
I think the British realized this when they 
made in the present century the division at 
the Victoria and Albert museum, placing the 
natural history section, the science section, 
and the arts section under different admin
istrations and set up as individual institu
tions. It certainly seems to me that the same 
applies to the Smithsonian Institution. Cer
tainly none of us deprecate the importance 
of science and natural history to our cultural 
life. The National Gallery and the Freer are 
already set' up now as separate institutions, 
and it is my hope that the Smithsonian Art 
Gallery can achieve the same autonomy. 
With a building of its own I am sure that it 
would attract gifts from many citizens 
throughout our country. That lias been 
proven so certainly in the case of the Na
tional Gallery. I think people hesitate to 
make gifts to the Smithsonian Institutio;n 
when they consider how and where they will 
be shown. · - · 

Another feature of your proposed bill which 
appeals to me Ls the assembling of a collec
tion which may be available for loan to other 
countries. One of the great problems which 
we have in organizing international exhibi
tions is the borrowing of significant paintings 
from various museums throughout the coun
try. Naturally in order to make an overseas 
loan pay for itself, it has to run for at least 
a year, and just as naturally, many collec
tors, dealers as well as musetuns are reluctant 
to let their finest works of art be away from 
them for that period of time. A permanent 
collection such as you propose for the Smith
sonian would serve as the nucleus for loan 
exhibition·s which might be sent overseas and 
help bring American culture to various coun
tries. I heartily applaud the work you are 
doing and wish you every success. 

Very sincerely yours, 
C. C. CUNNINGHAM, 

Director. 

SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUM OF ART, 

San-Francisco, Calif. 
Mr. FRANK T.HOMPSON, Jr .• -

Congressman, House of Representa
tives, Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. THOMPSON: Thank you for send
ing me a copy of your bill. Naturally I am 
very sympathetic with the proposal to have 
a proper gallery for the exhibition of con
temporary art. 

My owh wotk in the arts and experience 
with art abroad convinces me that in our 
art with its great variety and creative free
dom we do, indeed, have a very potent in
strument for winning the support of free 
countries everywhere. Our art' is a potent 
illustration of our belief in freedom and 
the value of the tndivldual. 

All good wishes. 
Sincerely yours, 

GRACE L. McCANN MORLEY, 
Director. 
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THE BALTIMORE MUSEUM OF ART, 

Baltimore, Md. 
Hon. FRANK THOMPSON, Jr., 

House of-Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. THOMPSON: I thank you for send
ing me a copy of a bill with which I am very 
much in sympathy, and I do want to let you 
know that our museum would be glad to 
display works of art owned by the Smith
sonian and care for them until after the 
completion of a new Smithsonian Gallery of 
Art. 

I am in complete agreement with your 
statement regarding the imp~rtance of get
ting the peoples of the world on our side 
through maximum use of the arts, the thea
ter, and educational exchanges, and in mak
ing every effort to understand the culture_ of 
other peoples. _ 

You~: efforts in this direction must be 
deeply · appreciated by all art-loving Ameri
cans and on behalf of our museum I thank 
you most cordially for your persistent work 
in our behalf. 

Very sincerely, 
Mrs. ADELYN D. BREESKIN, 

Director. 

With the exception of topsoiling, seed
ing, clearing, and other minor items, 
scheduled this spring, the Barre Falls 
Dam and Reservoir on the Ware River 
is now complete at a total cost of about 
$2,030,000. This project wi)l reduce :flood 
stages on the Ware and Chicopee Rivers 
.with resulting :flood-prevention beneftts 
for the communities of Barre Plains, 
Gilbertville, Ware, Thorndike, Three 
Rivers, North Wilbraham, Ludlow, In
dian Orchard, Chicopee Falls and 
Chicopee. 

Buffumville Dam and Reservoir, a 
$2,800,000 project on the Little River in 
Charlton, will be completed this spring. 
Operation of this dam will reduce :flood 
damages in Webster and Dudley and 
downstream points of the Quinebaug in 
Connecticut in the Thames Basin. 

Another Thames Basin project, the 
Hodges Village Dam and , Reservoir on 
the French River in Oxford, will be com
pleted with the funds requested in the 
1958-59 civil works appropriation bill, 
now before our House Appropriations 

THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION Committee. ThiS iS a $5,300,000 project, 
· oF MusEuMs, ·for which $2,700,000 have! been budgeted· 

Washington, D. C. · to insure completion of the work by the 
The Honorable FRANK THoMPsoN, Jr.~ fall of 1959 or early 1960. The construe-

House of Represent atives, tion contract for the dam was awarded 
Washi ngton, D : C. 

MY DEAR MR. THOMPSON: May I thank you On March 7 by 'the engineers. 
for your courtesy in sending me the bill When . completed, Hodges Village will 
introduced in the House of Representatives -reduce :flood damage on the French River 

· and referred to the Committee on House at Webster and Dudley and down-
Administration. stream points along the Quinebaug in 

The American Association of Museums and Connecticut~ 
the American Federation of Arts, in both of As -the result of the President's re-
which I am active, are very interested in 
broadening the backing of the arts of our· quest of March 14 for supplemental 
country. we are, therefore, very happy when funds for civil-works projects, work on 
we have understanding and intelligent back- two projects in Massachusetts will be 
ing and we greatly hope that some means expedited. The original budgeted re
may be found to emphasize even more the - quest of $2,800,000 for ·East Brimfield 
nec~ssity of backing art of our time. has now been increased to $3,800,000, 

At the present moment we are having our while the Worcester diversion project 
38th exhibition of work by Cleveland artists has been increased from $2 million to 
and craftsmen. We have sold $26,000 ·worth 
in less than a week and, as the prices · are $2,534,000. 
low, this represents a very large number of Bids were opened on March-12 for the 
works. We have sold $530,000 worth of construction contract on East Brimfield 
Cleveland art in the 38 years of the show and the Engineers will make an award at 
which is .an. evidence th~-t our city .is i?-ter- an early date to insure a construction 
ested in aidmg the creative arts. start this spring. This is a $7 300 000 

Any aid that comes from governmental · . t 1 d f '· ' · 
agencies will be gratefully received. proJeC • schedu e or comp.le~IOn ~n 

Sincerely yours November 1959. About $2 mllllon Will 
WrLLr:._M M. MILLIKEN, be required in next year's civil works 

President. appropriation bill to complete the work. 
The East Brimfield Dam and Reser-

MASSACHUSETTS FLOOD CONTROL voir, located on the Quinebaug River in 
Fiskdale, will help reduce :flood stages in 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request · of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, Massa

chusetts has made great progress on 
needed :flood-control projects since the 
disastrous :floods of August 1955. The 
Massachusetts delegation :flood commit
tee recommended eight new construction 
starts when the Congress met in January 
of 1956: Barre Falls, Buffum ville, East 
Brimfield, Hodges Village, Worcester 
diversion, West Hill, Westville, and 
Littleville. 

Of these 8 projects, 2 are nearin~ the 
completion stage, Barre Falls and Buf
fumville. 

many downstream communities, includ
ing the major damage centers of ·the 
1955 :floods: Southbridge, Putnam, and 
Norwich. 

The Worcester diversion project, de
signed to divert flood flows from the 
Kettle Brook drainage area, calls for the 
construction of a control dam and tun
nel at a cost of $6,113,000, of which the 
Federal share will be $5,270,000. Since 
this is a local protection project the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
the city of Worcester are sharing local 
costs. The State has furnished the En
gineers with real-estate · rights for the 
project, completed relocation of pipe
lines and utilities, and started construc
tion of three highway bridges. In addi
tion, the city of Worcester has furnished 
satisfactory assurances to operate and 
maintain the completed project. 

Upon completion, the Worcester diver
sion project will provide flood protection 
for extensive industrial and residential 
areas located along a 5-mile stretch of 
the Middle and Blackstone Rivers in 
Worcester. About $1 million will be re
quired in fiscal year 1959-60 to complete 
the project. 

The remaining three projects recom
·mended for new construction by the 
Massachusetts delegation :flood commit
tee are still in the planning ·stage, but 
it is pleasing to note that considerable 
progress is being made in their advance 
to the actual construction stage. 

Littleville Dam arid Reservoir on the 
Middle Branch of the Westfield River 
was authoi-ized by the House just recent
ly in the omnibus rivers and ·harbors 
authorization bill. When this bill ls 
signed into law by_ the President, the 
Army Engineers will then have the nec
essary authorization to reql,lest planning 
funds for this needed project. 

Preconstruction planning will be com
pleted by July 1 on the West Hill project 
in the Blac~stone Basin. Under existing 
procedures, . the Army Engineers wouid 
have requested construction funds for 
West Hill in this year's civil-works ap
propriation bill. However, the Presi
dent's budget message of January 13 has 
resulted in a freeze on new construction 
starts for all civil-works projects. While 
the President has requested ·additional 
funds for the civil-works program, his 
January 13 request that "we should 
not at this time start any new proj
ects in 1959" still maintains the budg
eta:r:y l;>an on such worthwhile and ur
gently needed-flood preventio·n works as 
West Hill. 

This budgetary freeze on . new con
struction is hampering the efforts of our 
Massachusetts delegation to insure con
struction money for West Hill this year . . 
Until the President removes this restric
tion, we will continue to encounter diffi
culty. I have urged the President to lift 
this freeze. 

I have already been assured of the 
sympathetic consideration of the Appro
priations Committee on West Hill and 
hope the ban on new construction will be 
relaxed at an early date so as to permit 
the start of construction of this vital 
project. 

There is no question about the desh·a
bility of West Hill to help solve the :flood 
problems in the Blackstone Basin. The 
Army Engineers are convinced that it 
is necessary to reduce :flood :flows of the 
Blackstone at Uxbridge and the down
stream points of Millville, Blackstone, 
Woonsocket and Pawtucket. 

West Hill is a $3,560,000 project on 
the West River about 3 miles north of 
Uxbridge. Present plans call for a 
rolled earth-fill dam 2,400 feet long with 
a maximum height of 48 feet. 

The remaining construction start of 
the eight recommended by the Massa
chusetts delegation flood committee is 
the Westville project on the Quinebaug 
River in Sturbridge. With the com
panion East Brimfield project, Westville 
is designed to reduce flood flows through 
Southbridge and downstream points of 
the Quinebaug in Massachusetts and 
Connecticut. 



4946 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -· · HOUSE March 20 

Planning and design of Westville is 
now under way with the $100,000 made 
available by Congress· last year. A total 
of $141,000 is requested in this year's 
civil-works appropriation bill to com
·plete the preconstruction planning. 

Actual construction of Westville has 
been in a deferred status at . the request 
of the Army Engineers ·until such time 
as East Brimfield is substantially com·
pleted. 
. Fin.ftl planning of the $6,550,000 West
ville project will now be made possible 
through the $141,000 appropriation re
quest, thus insuring that this project will 
be ready to go forward as new construc
tion in next year's civil-works program. 

Mr. Speaker, Massachusetts is well on 
the road toward obtaining some protec
tion from the disastrous floods of past 
years. By 1960 those Massachusetts 
.areas hit by the 1955 floods should be 
afforded a high degree of protection 
against future floods if present comple':" 
tion schedules of these projects are car
ried out as authorized. We are eternally 
grateful to all those in the Congress 
and the Government who made the early 
realization of this great flood-control 
program possible. 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF 
INVESTIGATION 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, several 

months ago a citizei.l of my district, who 
had a 9-year-old daughter in Budapest, 
Hungary, called at my office concerning 
his efforts over the past 5 years to bring 
-the girl to America. There was no bar
rier to the child's admission to the 
United States, since she was the child 
of American citizens with no physical 
impairment or legal impediment other 
than the inhumanity of the Hungarian 
Government in not granting an exit 
visa to this child to permit her to join 
her parents in this country. 

At the suggestion of representatives 
of the State Department, a member of 
my staff advised this man to visit the 
Hungarian Embassy and inake a per
sonal appeal for the release of his child 
by the Hungarian Government. Upon 
this advice, my constituent called at the 
Hungarian Embassy and presented his 
plea for the release of his daughter by 
Hungarian authorities for the purpose 
of being reunited with her parents in 
America. · 

After the man returned to his Cleve
land home a day or so later, he was 
awakened in the early morning hours by 
two automobiles screeching to a stov 
in front of his home. The young man 
from the first car approached his front 
door while the man from the other ran 
to his rear door,· both seeking admit
tance to his -home at the same ti:me. My 
constituent was confounded and as
tonished with the nature of this great 
commotion. When he went to his back 
door, the young man at the door flashed 
his identification as a member of the 

FBI-and demanded to know of my con.:. 
stituent what his business was the day 
before at the Hungarian Embassy. 

When he told the young men of the 
FBI the nature of his business, they left 
his premises. Many people who have 
come to America from Communist op
pression would have responded differ
ently. They might have endangered 
themselves to escape a wrongful appre
hension without realizing that no viola
tion of the law was committed. 

While I commend the security forces 
of our Nation for b·eing alert and vigi
lant, I cannot be proud of the very costly 
and crude method that was employed in 
the subject case to determine the nature 
of an American Citizen's business with 
the Hungarian Embassy. A telephone 
call or a letter would have elicited a 
frank and truthful reply. The method 
of scrutiny undertaken indicates that 
the man was observed at the Embassy, 
followed to his hotel, followed from 
Washington to Cleveland, and then 
made the subject of a special day's in
quiry by two agents. 

In the newspapers a few days ago, I 
read of a large delegation of Ohio Re
publican women who apparently had a 
·very delightful day at the Russian Em
bassy. I wonder if their trip to the 
Russian Embassy was as carefully scru
tinized, investigated, and documented 
upon ·the files of our security organiza-: 
tions as was the visit of a citizen who 
was making a prayerful plea for the re
lease of his 9-year-old daughter. 

SECRET DATA RELATING TO MU
TUAL SECURITY PROGRAM 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the REcORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, again 

this year the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and the Congress are confronted 
with the fact that much of the material 
which has been submitted in support of 
~he mutual security program has been · 
classified by the Departments of Defense 
and of State as secret. A detailed and 
comprehensive explanation of the pro
gram has been made available to the 
committee in six volumes, which are so 
classified. 

This classification is made by the Ex
ecutive, and the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee has nothing to do with it·. The 
committee desires that as many Mem
bers of the House as possible familiarize 
themselves with the details of the mu
tual security program. The Defense and 
State Departments have agreed that the 
committee make available these volumes 
to any Member of ·the House desiring to 
examine them, with the understanding 
that the security classification will be 
observed. Members of the House are in
vited to come to the committee room, 
G-3, on the gallery floor of the Capitol 
to examine the six volumes, and the 
books will also be available at the com
mittee table on the :tloor of the House 

during consideration of the mutual se
curity bill. 

I want to emphasize that most of this 
informati<m ·is not cl::issified.· Each vol
-ume, however, contains material which, 
in the judgment·of the Executive, would 
either give an advantage to our enemies 
or endanger our relations with friendly 
nations. All classified material is clearly 
designated. I hope Members of the 
House will take advantage of this oppor
tunity to give to this very -important 
progrftm the careful examination which 
it deserves. 

A CURE FOR CHRONIC UNEMPLOY
MENT AREAS 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, a number of 

the 149 major labor-market areas of the 
United States have had 6 percent or more 
of their workers unemployed ever since 
1952. . 

Others have been in this category
and out-and back again. 

Recession? These communities have 
had a steady diet of it, even during the 
years when the Nation as a whole was 
booming with prosperity. 

Those of us who dared to face up te 
this disturbing fact, and to insist on a 
positive program to correct it, have been 
advised: "Hush, hush. The situation 
will right itself if we just leave it alone." 

This do-nothing policy on the part of 
the Federal Government has not solved 
the problem. 

Too large a percentage of the dis
placed workers, particularly those in the 
upper-age brackets, are still unemployed 
in these labor-surplus areas. They are 
too yo:ung to retire, . and too old to be 
employed, at · least in the pe.nsion and 
insurance-conscious view of some indus
tries. 

The effort to escape responsibility for 
this problem by hiding it in the closet 
has failed. 

The rise in unemployment, extending 
to regions and industries that have en
joyed uninterrupted prosperity until 
now, has focused attention on the prob
lem of chronically distressed areas. 

As the AF~CIO Econ<;>mic and Legis
lative Conference that met in Washing
ton on March 11, 12, and 13, reported: 

Whatever the specific cause of chronic 
local area distress may be, the problem can
not be solved by a local effort .alone; nor 
can hundreds of thousands of people simply 
be told to pack up and move on. The en
tire Nation has a stake in helping these fel
low citizens restore their depressed commu
nities to a state of health once again. We 
just cannot afford to let the cancerous 
growth of local blight fester and spread. 

Some of these labor-market areas 
have had 6 percent or more of their 
workers unemployed ev.er since 1S52. 

In April 1953 I introduced an indus
trial redevelopment bill to assist these 
areas. Other Representatives and Sena
tors introduced similar bills. 
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Two years ago, the Douglas-Spence 

Area Redevelopment Act was passed by 
the Senate; it was then favorably re
ported by the Committee on Banking and 
Currency of the House; but fell victim to 
the astringent economy wave that de·
pressed business at home, and weakened, 
at least temporarily, our international 
prestige and leadership. 

Those mistakes can be overcome, if we 
take positive action now. 

Longstanding economic problems can
not be brushed aside. 

The basic weaknesses of labor-surplus 
areas can and must be corrected by Fed
eral help and cooperation: 

By pushing through in this session
and as soon as possible-legislation to 
provide low interest Federal ·loans to aid 
the construction of modern plants in 
chronically distressed areas, that will 
modernize and diversify their economies. 

.To ·provide Federal grants and loans 
for the construction of essential public 
facilities that are · needed to attract and 
hold industry, like improved water sup-
ply and sewerage systems: · 

.We would be happy if the President 
would speak out in support of this legis
lation, and, coincident with it, call for an 
acceleration in the urban redevelopment 
programs for such areas. 

Because industrial and commercial re
development must work hand in hand 
with urban redevelopment for the inte
grated rejuvenation of these areas that, 
for various reasons beyond their control, 
have been unable to make the substan
tial economic transition required of 
them. · 

With 6 percent or more of their work
ers unemployed ever since 1952 the warn
ing becomes clear. 

Qnly the help provided through area 
t·edevelopment legislation will succeed 
in curing their chronic unemployment. 

IF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
'OF THE NATION IS TO SURVIVE 
FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES ON THE 
TRANSPORTATION OF PERSONS 
AND PROPER~ MUST BE RE
·PEALED 
Mr. VAN' ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1.ininute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

·There was no objection. 
Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, since 

January 3, 1957, I have had .a bill, H. R. 
976, pending before the House Commit
tee on Ways and Means which would 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954, by repealing the taxes imposed on 
the transportation of persons and prop
erty. 

At no time in the history of our coun
try has the transportation industry 
faced the difficulties it c;loes today and 
this especially applies to the Nation's 
railroads. 

For better than a year the report of 
the President's Committee on Transport 
Policy and Organization has been pend
ing before committees of this Congress. 
Hearings have been and · are being held 
and meanwhile all forms of transporta-

tion -are operating under severe handi
caps because of the need of a new and 
realistic transportation policy. 

Who will deny that the railroads and 
other forms of transportation· are on the 
verge of bankruptcy, and while the situ
ation is daily becoming more acute 
nothing has been done by this Congress. 
In other words, while we fiddle around 
the transportation industry is in the 
throes of despair. 

Mr. Speaker, I should like to call at
tention to the following factual infor
mation on excise taxes on the transpor
tation of persons and property and how 
long they have been in effect: 

When did these taxes originate? 
1932, crude oil and products pipelines: 4 

percent. · 
194<), crude oil and products pipelines: 

Added one-half percent. 
1941, passengers (for-hire): 5 percent. 
1942, passengers (for-hire): Raised to 10 

percent. 
1944, passengers (for-hire) : Raised to 15 

percent. 
1954, passengers (for-hire): Lowered to 10 

percent. 
1942, freight: 3 percent except coal (see 

below). 
What was their purpose? Emergency and 

defense· revenue; and in the case Of passen
ger tax, to discourage civilian travel when 
public transportation was overburdened with 
movements of. people and supplies for war. 

What is the present tax rate? , Thr~e per
cept on freight moved by for-hire carriers 
by alr, rail, motor vehicle, water: and freight 
forwarder, except for coal, which is at the 
rate of 4 cents per short ton; 4¥2 percent on 
movements by pipeline; 10 percent on pas
sengers carried by for-hire .transportation 
agencies: ·air, rail, highway, and water; 

Who pays the tax? The users in the case 
of the 3 percent and 10 per~ent taxes; the 
carriers in t~e case of tlui 4¥2 percent pipe
line tax. 

Who collects the tax? Pipelines pay taxes
direct_ to the Government. - The· other car

. riers collect the taxes fr6:rn the user& and 
then turn them over to the Government. 

What -happened to the transportation tax 
in World War I? Emergency transportation 
tax of persons and property was first im
posed in 1917 as a war emergency; repealed, 
effective January · 1, 1922. ' · 

Has Canada.a transportation tax? Canada 
repealed its 15 percent passenger transpor
tation tax in March 1949. 

How much has been collected from these 
taxes? 

Transportation excise taxes 
[In thousands of dollars] , 

Crude 
Fiscal year oil and Pass~n- Prop-

ending June products ger erty Total 
pipe-
lines 

------1------------
1933-4L ________ _ 
1942 __________ - ---
1\)43 ________ ------
1944 _________ -----
1945 ______ --------
1946 __ ___ ---------
1947---- -------- --1948__ ___________ _ 

1949__ __ - ------ ---
1950--------------
1951 ____ ----------1952__ ___________ _ 

1953 _____ ---------
1954-.-------------

95,827 ---- -- --- ---------
13,475 21,379 ---------
13, 672 87, 132 82, 556 
15, 851 153, 683 215, 488 
16, 286 234,182 221,088 
14,824 226,750 220,121 
16, 988 244, 003 275, 701 
18,773 246,323 317,203 
19, 325 251, 389 337, 030 
18, 919 228, 738 321, 193 
24, 946 237, 617 381, 342 
26,881 275, 174 388,589 
28, 378 287, 408 4HI, 604 
30, 106 246; 180 396, 519 

95,827 
34,854 

183,360 
385,022 
471,556 
461,695 
536,692 
582,299 
607,744 
568,850 
643,905 
690,644 
735,390 
672,805 

To 1956________ 4~3. 000 3, 155,000 4, 420,000 8, 003,000 

Total since 
World War 
II (approxi-
mate)-------- 268,000 2, 618,900 3, 905,000 6, 833,000 

Source: Treasury Department. / 

WHAT ARE THE EFFECTS OF THESE TAXES ON 
PASSENGERS AND PROPERTY? . 

They add to the cost of living. 
1. In the transition of raw material to a 

finished product, it has ,been estimated that 
in the case of certain essential commodities 
transportation i~ used ~11 .times. A 3 per
cent tax thus can pyramid into tax upon tax 
and these amounts will usually be included 
in tJ;ie retail prices which the consumer must 
pay . . 

2. Since more than one-third of passenger 
transportation, very conservat_ively estimated. 
is for necessary business travel, the taxes 
on this transportation will obviously be in
clude~ in the operating expenses of the com
panies incurring them and passed ·on, at 
least partially, in the pricing of products. · 

a. The task of collecting the passenger and 
freight transportation taxes is borne by the 
carriers. Whatever the . amount (and it is 
at least several millions of dollars each year), 
it must be included in operating expenses of 
the carriers and thus affects the level of rates 
and fares. In the case of pipelfnes, tfi.e 
entire amount of the tax must ~be borne as 
an operating expense. 

4. In the case · of rail passenger transpor
tation, inadequate passenger revenues, 
caused in part by the discouraging effects of 
the tax on travel, must be recovered from 
freight transportation, by increases in rates. 
In connection with Ex Parte 175 the ICC has 

· stated: "The drain which the passenger
train service makes on freight revenues was 
an important factor in our decision to permit· 
increases in Ex Parte ·175." · 

The taxes result in discrimination. 
1. They increase the charge to the user 

for services by for-hire carrier; : hence. they 
discriminate in favor of private transporta
tion (such as by private automobile, private 
trucrk, and barge) on which there is no com-· 
parable tax. 

-Thus, those who are ·dependent upon for
hire tra,nsportation suffer from the tax as 
they do not have the alternative of private 
transporta~ion which their competitors may , 
enjoy. Too, travelers and shippers who pay 
the tax are apt to be small businesses and 
families in the lower income groups. Four 
out of 10 families in the United States do 
not own an automobile-2 out of 3 families 
earning less than $3,000 do not own an auto-
mobile. ' 

· The operators of for-hire transportation 
are also discriminated against· because they 
lose business to nontaxed· competition in a 
highly competitive field. 

Adequate for-hire and private transporta
tion are both obviously, necessary to our 
marketing and distribution systems. -

· 2. The tax applies percentagewise ·to the 
fare or rate, hence a long haul, either of 
freight or· passenger, pays a heavier tax than 
a short haul. 

As a result, the competitive disadvantages 
of places that are at a distance from their 
markets are increased. This increase in the 

· spread ~either places an additional burden of 
expense o~ ~he long-haul shipper-or he may 

. decide he can. ·no longer compete in the 
original market, in which case he may even 
have to close or relocate his business. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill, H. R. 976, is only 
· one of several similar measures pending 

before the House Committee on Ways 
and Means. It is imperative that we 
get action on this legislation because 

. the economic strength of the Nation ·is 
affected and our national defense in 
jeopardy while unemployment, with its 
related miseries, is stalking the land. 

If the 85th Congress continue's to ig
nc,>re and neglect the plight of the Na
tion's transportation industry, we will 
stand convicted before the American 
people as unworthy of the trust reposed 
in us as guardians of this Nation. 
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY 

' .. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

I had the honor to serve with Sam Hill Contract da Cuba 560-: 6 AN-PRC-10 radio 
as a member of the Committee on Ways sets; 1 SB-18/GT emergency switchboard; 
and Means. His great experience, 2 SB/22/PT switchboard; 3 WD-1/TT wire; 
knowledge, and understanding was of 10 EE-8 te~ephone; shipment completed. . 

· , Contract da CUba 561: 38 AN/VRC-10, 
benefit to us all. His informed opinion delivered; 138 installations units for above, 
and highly developed technical skill in delivered; 1 AN/URM-48 signal generator, 
tax matters helped to guide us in formu- delivered; 38 TS-LCC handset, in process; 
lating legislation of the early 1930's. 1 ID-292/ PRC-6 alinement indicator, in 

In addition to his great skill as a law- process; batteries, wire and crystals for 
yer, jurist, and tax expert, we knew him above, partial shipments made. 
for a man of great and splendid charac- Contract da Cuba 571: 20 .50-caliber 

DISPENSING WITH. CALENDAR ter, a man who embodied in his every act Browning machineguns; 20 .30-caliber 
Browning machineguns; 100,000 cartridge, 

. WEDNESDAY those principles of Christianity which armor piercing, for .5o-caliber machineguns. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I we all need to guide and: direct our acts. Spare parts for above. Shipment completed 

ask unanimous consent that the business He was unselfish, devoted, and a splen- except for spare parts, in which· partial ship- · 
. · . . did representative of the people of the · ·ment is being made. . 
1n order 01_1 Calendar. Wednesday of next state of washington and of the United Contract ·da Cuba 565: 4 Brush B-168038. 
week be dispensed With. . . · · · ·states as a whole. Delivery scheduled for April 1958. . 

· The SPEA~ER. . Is there obJection to He resigned from the· Congress as I Contract da Cuba 569: 1,500 . M-1 car-
the req\lest of the ~entleman from Mas- have said in i 936. :He lef't us to setve as .. bines; -150 spare parts;· 7,500 hand grenades 
sachusetts? . . ' . · . MK-2. Delivery completed except for sp~re 

. Th . .. - b .. t· . . a JUdge m what IS no)V the Umted States parts, on which first partial shipment was 
ere was no 0 JeC Ion. Tax Court. In that capacity he leavened · made on october 18. 

' ·· the proceedings of that body for 17 years Contract da Cuba 570: -16 -B M70D tet'e-
. \ - with his great knowledge of taxation be- scopes;·- ·Shipment scheduled for · April 1998. _ 

fore retiring in 1953. Contract da Cuba 571: 20 .50-caliber 
.• I SPEc'IAL ORDER 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous · consent that the special 
order that the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. FLoonJ has for today be 
vacated and· that .he may have permis
sion to address the House for 60 minutes 
on Wednesday - ~ext, . March 26. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachuSetts? 

·There was no objection. 

The death ·of Sam Hill -leaves a void. · .linking a1_1d delinking machines. . _ 
Men of his strength and great character Contract da Cuba 572: Tools for the re
are n6t easily replaced It pleases ine to . pair of M4A3 tanks. Shipl:llents in process. 

· Contract da Cuba 578: Periscopes for 
ki_lOW that he leaves ~ mo1_1um~nt that . · M4A3 and · M3A1 tanks. Shipment sched:. 
Will ·endure for all times m his great uled lor April 1958. 
work. It was he who was primarily re- Contract da Cuba 579: 20 M20 armored 
sponsible for the construction of the · cars. Being rebuilt to be delivered. . 
Grand Coulee Dam. It stands today and Contract da Cuba 580: · coinmunication 
will always stand as a monument to his equipmen valued at $89,998.66. Delivery .. 
foresight and to his service to the Amerf- .scheduled for August 1958. · .· 
can people Contract da Cuba 587: 1950 Garand rifles 

. · . ·· caliber . . 30. Delivered in March 1958. 
To his l?ved ~nes I extend my· deep . · Contract da Cuba 591: Spare -parts for 

THE LATE HON. SAMUEL B. HILL sympathy m their bereavement. 75 rom. bat~ery,. ,, In process . . , . · . _ .. 
: Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, with . Contract da Cuba 592: Tools for the main-

tenance . of M4A3 tanks. In process. 
the permission of the gentleman --from - STOP THE FLOW OF ARMS TO - .contract ope· 64.- (USA-F) : Bombs ·for the 
Texas, I ask unanimou~ consent · to ad- BATISTA Cuban · Air Forces, valued at $3·28,931.48. · 
dress the House for 5 minutes. , . . . Shipped in October 1957: . . 

· Tlie SPEAKER. ' Is there objection· to . . The SPEAKER. Under previous order , Contract da .Cuba :64 -~USN): 300 5-inch · · 
the ·· request _of 'the 'gentleman from ' of the -liou~?e.- the gentleman from New rockets; already delivered. . .. ·- , . '0 

.Massa.chusetts? · . · York [Mr. PoWELLJ is recognized for 30 · ·contract da Cuba 66· (USN)·:·25,ooo 20-mm • . i. · 
· .There w~s'rioobjectibn. . minutes. · . caps .. Ship:r,n~nt in pr,ocess. ' . 

Mr.McCOR:l\1:ACK. ·Mr. Speaker, I rise Mr. POWELL. Mr .. · Sp~aker, th~ Contract da Cuba 6400 (USN): . 50 mag-a-
to pay tribute to Judge -Samuel B . . Hill United States is a . partne~ with the die- zines for 20-mm. guns. Shipment in process. 
wh'o passed away on sunday, March 16, t~t?r of Cuba, Fulgencio Batista, in,. the Besides these are the foll~wing reque~ts 
1958. As senior· Members of this great , k11lmg of close to 4,000 Cubans so far, on which no contract number had been 
body ~ill recall, samuel B. Hill served and it is time that we should get out and assigned, · as of · the date of information 
with distinction in this House from 1923 get out at _once. We not only have been received: Fifty Browing automatic rifles 
u~til he r.e~ired · from . th~ Congress in and are supplying arms to Batista, but M.:...1918A2; 3,000 75-millimeter grenades; 
June of 1936. At his retirement he was we . have a military mission established · 24 60-~illimeter mortars; 20 .50-caliber · 
·the ranking member of the committee in Cuba actively assistin~ the Cuban .machipe _guns; . 1,000 60-millimeter gre• 
-on Ways and Means. Army. There should be immediate stop- nades; 10,000 hand grenades; 10 radio · 

sam Hill was born in Arkansas in 1875. page of the flow of arms and ammuni- transmitter.:.receivers AN/ G-R9 for jeep 
He moved to the state of washington tion from this country and there should installation; 10 3.5-inch rocket launch
where he practiced law and served as be. -~n immediate withdrawal of the - ers, M20B1; 1,000,000 .30-caliber caps fo~ 
judge of the superior court before com- misswn. above; 6,000 United States caliber .30 

· ing to washington to serve the Fifth The following is a list of the arms that M-1 rifles; 2,o·oo United ·states calibei· 
District of washington. have been sent to Cuba with the contract .30 M-1 carbines. · 

The services performed by him as a .number during the past 2 years: MEMoRANDUM TO . CoNGREssMAN ADAM ·c . 
. member of the Committee on Ways and oo.ntract da Cuba 551: Tools for the repair PowELL, JR., FRoM DR. MARio LLERENA 
Means and as the chairman of the Hill of Browning machineguns. Regular ship- CHAIRMAN, CoNCERNING THE CuBAN CRisi~ · 

·subcommittee on Internal Revenue Tax- ments being made. AND UNITED STATEs HELP ro DICTATOR 
ation is of lasting benefit to the citizens Contract da Cuba 553: 3,000 M-1 caliber 30 BATisTA · 

f th' t Th H'll b · ··tt rifles and spare parts; 1,500 75-millimeter Fulgencio Batista first came to power in 0 IS coun ry. e 1 ~u commi ee, grenades; 1,000 3.5 millimeter rockets; 1,000 1933 during the revolution that overthrew 
as it came to be known, was established 60-millimeter mortar grenades; 5,000 81- dictator Machado. He was a sergeant in the 
pursuan·t to House Resolution 16, adopted millimeter mortar grenades; 1 complete bat~ army and as such he staged his first military 
on June 9, 1933, for the purpose of in- tery of light mountain howitzer artillery, coup d'etat (September 4, 1933). 
vestigating methods of preventing the shipment completed except for some ac- After 4 months of civilian provisional 
evasion and avoidance of the tax laws of cessories and spare parts. government, he overthrew President arau 
the United States and to consider means Contract da Cuba 554: 1 fire direction set San Martin and became CUba strong man. 
of improving and simplifying such laws. (artillery set No.5)· In this he was openly encouraged by Ameri-
The accomplishments of the subcommit- Contract da Cuba 555: Tools for the repatr can Ambassador Jefferson Caffery. 
tee under Sam B. Hill's leadership pro- and maintenance of caliber .30 rifle M1903A3. For 11 years Batista ruled the country 

'd d 'th _ f th Partial shipments being made. uncontested. He stepped out of power in 
VI e us WI some o e soundest prin- Contract da Cuba 559: 7 M4A3 tanks 1~44 after a constitutional election, and 
ciples on which our present Federal tax equipped with 76-millimeter gun. Shipment became ~ political exile immediately after-
structure is based. completed. ward. 
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,In 1952 Batista went back to CUba and 

presented himself again as candidate for 
President. The election was to be held on 
June 1, 1952. 

When it was all too obvious that he 
didn't have the slightest chance, he talked 
his old military pals into staging another 
coup d'etat, his second. That was March 
10, 1952, just 80 _ days. before . the scheduled 
election. 

Since that date Batista rules Cuba as 
probably the most corrupt and bloodiest 
tyrant in all Latin American history. 

It is convenient to have in mind that 
in 1954 Batista had himself elected in a 
phony election in which he was only can
didate. It was a matter of having some 
democratic. front mainly for the purpose of 
impressing American public- opinion. It 
was a ridiculous farce, all prefabricated in 
Batista's military quarters. The people, of 
course, did not participate. 

Since Batista took power in 1952 all civil 
liberties and individual rights perished in 
Cuba. 

The number of people assassinated by 
Batista's armed forces and secret police run 
well above 4,000. 

All the Cuban people are against Batista
elvie leaders, professionals, cultural ' and 
religious institutions, etc. _ . 

The United States Government has been 
favorable to Batista all along. Former Am
bassador Arthur Gardner acted short of 
being Batista's best publicity agent. _ · · · 

But it is selling arms to Batista ·as well 
as providing hfm with tanks, planes, and 
other military equipme_nt under the pre
text of the Rio Treaty (for hemispheric 
defense) which has contributed mcist' to . 
keep him in power against the will of the 
Cuban people. , 

Last September 1957, during an uprising 
that -took place iii the navy garrison, the 
civilian population of Cienfuegos (50,000) 
were bombed and machinegunned with 
American jet planes fiown by airmen trained 
by Ameriean instructors. 

Small villages of the Oriente province have 
suffered that same treatment in reprisal for 
helping Castro's revolutionary army with 
food and · information. .Hundreds of inno
cent men, women, and children have been 
killed ·that way.' 

On top of all 'this, an American military 
mission is . k.ept in Cuba, also under the 
clauses . of · some "mutual defense treaty." 
Such a mission is supposed to be there in 
order to "instruct" Cuban armed forces for 
the event of some continental -aggression. 
But as everybody in Cuba says, if they (Ba
tista's armed forces) haven't been able to 
wipe out Castro's guerr1llas in Oriente, what 
could they do Jn the_presence of some mighty 
invader? 

· The ·American military mission in Cuba, 
however, serves one purpose: give moral sup
port to Batista and his gang and identify 
itself with the dictator. 

Dr. MARIO LLERENA, 

Registe1'ed Agent for Dr. Fidel Castro 
and the 26th July Movement. 

NEW YoRK, N. Y., March 18, 1958. 
No one in Cuba today supports Batista. 

On March 17 in Habana, Cuba, a manifesto 
was given to President Batista from the rep
resentatives of 42 religious, fraternal, pro
fessional, civic, and cultural organizations. 
It said: "The bitter passions inundating the 
country w111 plunge it into anarchy unless 
Batista steps down." 

Fi:pally, I would like to conclude with this 
letter which has just been smuggled out of . 
Cuba through the ·underground - to~ my 
friend, the Provisional President of the Fidel 
Castro movement, who is now in voluntary 
exile in New York: 

"In April 1957 I resigned my commission 
in the Cuban Navy as 'a one-man protest' 
against the wholesale murders committed 

by fellow offi<Jers of the navy (namely, Lt. 
Laurent, Lt. Olayon, and Ensign Perez Me
jides) on the farming communities of the 
Sierra Maestra. This is no hearsay or exag
geration. I am an eyewitness to several of 
them, as during the months of January, 
February, and March of 1957, my ship, the 
frigate Jose Marti F-301, was conducting a 
patrol from Santiago de Cuba to Cabo Cruz, 
we used to go into Pilon Harbor (headquar
ters of the navy infantry contingent that · 
was operating against Fidel Castro) and 
where the above-mentioned officers con
ducted their unspeakable crimes against de
fenseless cane-cutters and small merchants. 
These two cases will give you an idea of the 
situation that is still going on in an even 
greater scale in Oriente Province and in 
Habana. 

On the morning of February 2, 1957 while 
in Pilon, I went ashore to relax a little along 
the outskirts of the village, and I found a 
half burnt bohio and the inside was plainly 
visible. There were four bodies inside, three 
adults (two females and a male) mutilated 
beyond recognition and in a crude crib a 
child about 3 or 4 years old with a bayonet 
pinning it down through the stomach. These 
murders had been performed the night be
fore by Lt. Laurent upon learning that the 
guajiro had expressed himself in favor of 
Castro in one of the local bars. Later that 
day Laurent was aboard the ship and con- ' 
fessed in order to impress all of us that he · 
had personally ord~red a_nd participated in 
the murders. About two weeks later-Feb
ruary 16, 1957-we were again in Pilot. That 
night a, group of officers from the ship (I 
was in the group) went ashore for a V{alk. 
Nearing the cane fields we saw a fire a short 
distance away. We ran towards the fire to 
try to help. What we saw stUl makes me · 
sick literally. Tied to three palm trees, were . 
six individuals, two men and four women, all 
naked, their bodies soaked in gasoline and . 
a fire built at their feet. Twenty armed 
sailors with Lt. Olayon were conducting the 
affair. The first thing they did was to point 
their guns at us (we were unarmed) and 
ordered us not to interfere and to. go back to 
the ship. When we reached the pier, it was 
heavily patrolled by Laurent's men who had 
orders to shoot anyone coming ashore, we 
were permitted to go aboard, but that was 
all. Next morning we saw the burnt bodies ' 
still tied with wires to the ·palm trees. Later 
we learned that the · men were small mer
chants in town, his nephew, his wife, and 
three daughters, accused of having sold food 
to Castro (more than 100 miles away). The 
women had been brutally violated before. 
Upon arrival in Habana, I presented my 
resi gnation, stating plainly my motives, and 
in a personal interview with the Chief of the · 
Navy (·Admiral Rodriguez Calderon) I re
stated that I was unwilling to continue to · 
wear the same uniform as murderers like 
Olayon, Laurent, etc. Needless to say, my 
resignation was accepted immediately. 
Since then things have gone from bad to . 
worse. All political suspect, whether inno
cent or not, are tortured beyond imagina
tion, some killed afterward, and most kept 
in this so-called preventive prison against 
all law and order. Our lives are constantly 
in danger, but don't worry, we will manage 
somehow." 

Maybe the New York Times will be in-
terested in an thls. 

I will write you soon. 
Your loving brother. 

The writer, a former American· citi
zen, is today a prisbner in Cuba. - His 
name Antonio Santacruz. 

References as to the authenticity of . 
the letter can be obtained from Enrique 
Santacruz, 310 East 74th Street, New 
York, N. Y., telephone RH-4-313}. 

WE MUST DECLARE WAR ON 
CYSTIC FIBROSIS 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the .House, the gentlewoman from 
Minnesota [Mrs. KNUTSON] is recognized · 
for 10 minutes. 

Mrs. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, there 
is a killer afoot which seldom gets its 
name in the paper, but which kills just 
as efficiently and viciously as its better 
known competitors. As David Selman 
has put it, there is a social order in dis
ease which sets apart its celebrities, like 
polio and cancer, from its mediocrities. 

The unknown killer's name is cystic 
fibrosis, or CF, known also as mucovisci
dosis and the disease of the salty · 
tears-because of the high salt content 
of tears and perspiration in the victims. 
It is the sadistic attacker of children
of thousands of children. It is a ruth
less public enemy. 

Writing in Parade magazine not too _ 
long ago in an article entitled "Un
masked: A Worse Killer of Children 
Than Polio-CF," Robert P. Goldman 
and Sid Ross said: 

But .even today most doctors fall to recog
nize it, partly because CF masks itself as 
bronchitis, pneumonia, asthma, even stom
ach trouble. As a result, thousands of cases 
are undiagnosed, ;many others are diagnosed 
incorrec1;ly. • • • · 

Typically, CF strikes the child via his 
pancreas. Thick mucus prevents the ·neces
sary chemicals from reaching the digestive 
tract. Then the CF child eats voraciously, 
but cannot digest his food properly. He fails 
to gain weight, has frequent and abnormal 
bowel movements. But CF does not stop 
there. Other mucus clogs the lungs and 
breathing passages. This in turn leads to . 
permanent damage of the lung-and death. 

Exactly why this happens· doctors do not 
know. • • • But once it strikes most CF 
children present a pathetic picture of agony, . 
hacking and wheezing until they lapse into 
coma. · 

ONE OUT OF SIX HUNDRED CHILDREN 

A famous doctor once wrote that when 
the rar·est disease · strikes home to' your 
family or mine, it might as well be as 
common as the everyQ.ay coid. But even 
though cystic fibrosis has received little 
publicity and even though there is no 
known cure for it today, cystic fibrosis 
is-not at all rare. 

CF is a disease that strikes children 
more frequently than nephrosis or leu-:
kemia. And the child mortality rate . 
among its victims is much higher than 
for polio, which, before the Salk vaccine, 
averaged an annual death toll of, rough- . 
ly, 1,000 to 3,500. 

One out of six hundred children in the 
United States are born with CF-about 
7,000 new cases each year. Probably, be- · 
cause of poor diagnosis, the incidence of 
CF victims is even higher than that. 
And because CF is a. hereditary, congeni
tal dis~ase, as t.h.e years go on, each year 
more and more children and a higher 
percentage of children will be born 
without a chance-born to die just as 
they are learning what life is all about. , 
As CF-gene car_riers multiply, in a geo
metric progression, the rate of CF victims 
may very well increase to 1 out of 250 
children in just a few years. 

Right now, about half of the 7,000 
boys and girls born each . year with CF 

. 
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will die before they are 5 years old. 
The rest, for the most part, will die 
before they are through their teens. 
Only a handful of cystic fibrotics have 
been known to live past age of 20. 

· In an article in this week's Parade 
magazine, it is reported that the aver
age American, at age 20, can expect to 
live to age 73. But at age 20, the cystic 
fibrotic girl or boy has a life expectancy 
of zero. By the time the CF child is age 
10, it has already entered old age. 

In some families CF has taken as 
many as 4 out of 5 children. The CF 
children who have lived past the age 
of five have made it for a few more 
years only with the help of expensive 
medication and 24-hour-day attention. 
A MATTER OF BOYS AND GIRLS, NOT STATISTICS 

I have given you some of the more 
striking statistics. But CF is not a mat
ter of statistics. It is a matter involv
ing little boys and girls-human bei_ngs. 

I have a constituent in my District, a 
little boy, only 5 years old, a victim of 
CF. 

In behalf of him and all other CF 
victims throughout the 48 States, I am 
addressing you today. 

Mr. Speaker, when I heard about this 
cystic fibrosis victim, I immediately called 
the Legislative Reference Service of the 
Library of Congress to get some facts and 
figures. I called the National Institute of 
Health and the Washington chapter of 
the National Cystic Fibrosis Research 
Foundation. I talked not to lobbyists 
but to parents whose whole lives had been 
altered by the grisly, child-withering 
specter, cystic fibrosis. Because I know 
that probably' few Members of Congress 
have ever heard of this dise~se, and be
cause · I am quite concerned about the 
serious financial difficulty the disease im- . 
·poses .on parents; I feel that I . should 
share what I learned about cystic fibrosis 

· with you. ' 
, One constituent wrote me: 
· Our school band director has an only child 

who is a victim. His drugs amount to $100 a 
month. Can you imagine that, from a 
teacher's salary? • • • 

[The little boy] is 5 years old. The Mayo 
Clinic has recently given the [parents] hopes 
that he might live to be 15. They have lost 
two other babies since [their little boy's] 
birth, victims of cystic fibrosis, too. 

. [He] sleeps in a kind of oxygen tent at 
night and 4 times a day he is put under the 
tent for relief and rest for 20-minute periods. 

The parents never leave [their boy] unless 
one relieves the other. [The father] plays in 
little dance band whenever he can to supple
ment his income. And, h.e .still has to attenA . 
summer" school' sessiops for his further edu
cation so that· he might get into top-paying 
jobs. 

· The story told by this letter is multi
plied all over the Nation. Bills for drugs 
alone may run froin $70 to $100 a month; 
speciai diet and other treatment inay 
actually double the cost. · 

Something is being done on various 
fronts to find the causes and cure of cys
tic fibrosis. · Hardworking' teams of re
searchers-:-headed by Dr. Schwachman, 
Cooke, Anderson, Denton, 'Hsia, Patter
son, di Sant' Agnese, Dische,·May, Gibbs, 
and others-are 'doing. important re
search at hospital laboratories through
out the country • . I have already men-

tioned the National Cystic Fibrosis 
Research Foundation and the National 
Institute of Health at Bethesda. Then, 
too, outstanding . medical research is 
being undertaken at Zurich, London, and 
Melbourne. 

IT HAPPENED TO DEE DEE 

· A Maryland couple, Jim and Dottie 
Weber, recently lost their little 9 year 
old daughter, Dee Dee, to cystic fibrosis. 
Mr. Weber, angry with the grief of 
his loss, got busy in the Cystic Fibrosis 
Foundation chapter in the Greater 
Washington, D. C., area and single
handedly secured the establishment of 
the first endowed clinic for cystic fibro
sis children in the United States, the 
William Green Memorial Clinic at Chil
dren's Hospital. 

Mr. Weber told me last week: 
No one can know whose children or grand

children may be born under the death sen
tence of cystic fibrosis. You always think it 
will happen to other people. You never think 
it will happen to you. But it happened to · 
us. It happened to Dee Dee. 

I was deeply moved. I know that no 
one can fully feel the pain of havin·g lost 
a child to cystic fibrosis unless he himself 
has been through it, but I share with the 
Webers the deep regret that medical 
discoveries yet to be made could not have 
been made a few years sooner so that 
their little Dee Dee might have lived.· 

Since 1946 the average age of death, 
with diagnosis and treatment, has been 
raised from 2 years to 5 years. Our · 
present generation of research doctors 
are making medical history-witness the 
new vaccines, the antibio.tics, the organ: 
transplants. · · 

WHERE THERE .IS HELP, THERE'S HOPE 

~s Time magazine said last August: 
Unrecognized as a separate disease until 

193~, it is now being .identified more . and 
more often. • • • Now for the first time, 
doctors are helping cystic fibrosis victims to 
survive into their teens. As the years pass, 
they hope to see them reach adulthood not 
much more severely handicapped than the 
insulin-taking diabetic. Meantime, research 
goes on to find first causes and, eventually, 
a cure. 

And as one doctor said in an article in 
the Ladies Hoine Journal: 

Children who were among the first ever to 
be diagnosed are alive and well today be
cause of new drugs and treatment. · Who 
can say with certainty that they cannot be 
kept that way-or that a cure for cystic 
fibrosis cannot be found? 

The slogan of the Cystic Fibrosis 
Foundation is "Where there is help, 
there is hope." It is no idle dream of 
min~ that; given the proper amount of 
time, money, _energy, and prayers, medi
mtl science will lick this vicious public 
enemy. 

Last week, when I delivered on the 
floor of the House of Representatives an 
hour-long speech on the educational 
state of the Union, calling for a $100 
billion· ·Federal-aid-to-education ·· pro
gram. I was ·asked by a colleagile of 
mine from the. other side Of the aisle 
why I only presented the unfavorable 
side of the American educational picture. 

I was reminded of what Carl Rowan 
of Minnesota recently said in -connection 

with a. series of articles he had written 
on the state of agric.ulture. Said Rowan: 

The truth hurts [but] it would be a silly 
doctor who spent two hours telling the pa
tient how pretty his teeth are, how strongly 
his heart beats, how good his reflexes are, 
only to add a postscript as the patient walks 
out of the door: "By the way, you may have 
cancer." 

It would be absurd for a Member of 
Congre.l?s to tell the American people
who are still altogether much too com
placent-"By the way, . our educational 
system may have cancer" or "By the 
way, we are not spending enough for re
search to · conquer such diseases as cystic 
fibrosis." 

A poet once wrote: 
These boys and girls, 
Helpless because they are children, 
Trust us with loud eyes, 
Believe that we are doing best 
By them, have no hope because 
They do not· think they need hope, 
Because they know that we are ,busy 
Saving them, guiding them, feeding them. 
And ·yet we secretly wish these children 
No better luck in life than we 
Enjoyed. This is the·· tragedy, this is the 

rub. 
There are better things to declare war against 

than people. 

Where there is help, there is hope. 
Let us provide that help. We must de
clare war-on cystic fibrosis. 

A POLL ON NATIONAL ISSUES IN 
THE 15TH CONGRESSIONAL DIS-
TRICT OF OHIO . 
The SPEAKER. Under previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr.· HENDERSON] . is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, again 
this year it is my pleasure to ad- . 
vise the Congress of .the results of . the . 
recent public opinion poll which I have 
conducted. in tpe seven counties of . 
southeastern Ohio, which I · have the 
honor to represent here; This is · the 
third annual survey of opinion on na
tional issues, which I have taken in the 
15th Congressional District of Ohio, and 
it has been gratifying to me that the 
tabulation of the polls in the past have 
resulted in expressions of considerable 
interest from my colleagues on this floor 
and from all parts of the Nation through 
correspondence. 

The poll's tabulated results, I believe, 
are a valuable gage of the popular feel
ing which prevails in this part of Ohio. 
In the sense that the 15th ·District of 
Ohio is composed of diverse urban and 
rural interests, I believe, also, that this 
poll represents expressions common to 
many similar regions of the Middle West 
as well as of other areas of the United 
States. ' Since the tabulation reflects the 
opinions of almost 7,000 persons w~o 
participated in the poll, it reflects an ex
cellent, and I think representative. 
sample of the broad thinking on these 
issues ·in the district. 

Unfortunately, it is not possible to pre
sent· in an orderly statistical manner the 
thousands of · comments through which 
residents of · the seven counties ampli· 
·fled their answers and explained why 
they feel as they 'do. These responses 
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are of very real interest ·and assistance 
to any public official, particularly since 
they have come from many hundreds of 
individuals who have never expressed 
themselves to us before in correspon
dence or personal conversations. I do 
not mean that a poll of this kind binds 
a Member of Congress to vote in any 
given way on a particular issue. He still 
must exercise his independent judgment 
and stand responsible for that judgment 
to the people he represents here. 

I am very pleased to have received so 
many thoughtful and analytical com
ments indicating the earnest attitude 
with which the poll has been greeted by 
the people of the 15th Congressional Dis
trict. 

This year, the questionnaire test.ed 14 
issues covering a broad range of subjects. 
In my original plan, a number of other 
questions · were to have been inc~uded. 
However, the number was reduced to ob- . 
tain reasonable brevity which still al
lowed inclusion of subjects which are 
likely to be paramount issues befere the 
Congress this year, or which are related 
to decisions which Congress may be 
called upon to make. . 

It has also been my purpose to a void 
phrasing. the questions in such a man
ner as to influence the answers. In at
tempting to make the poll as objective 
as possible, I have made every effort to 
keep my own opinions from being inter
jected and; thus, coloring the wording 
of the question. 

A number of persons have explained 
that ''yes" and "no'' answers are ~ost 

! 

difficult in questionnaires of this type. I 
am in full agreement and I realize that 
many of the comments were stimulated 
so that there could be no misinterpreta
tion of the reasons for individual an
swers. 

To review the results of the poll 
briefly, the most unanimous response 
came to the question asking if any Fed
eral policy which would reduce benefits 
for disabled veterans was favored. A 
total of 87.02 percent opposed any such 
legislation or executive action. 

The issue of the admission of Com
munist China to the United Nations 
again, this year, drew ·an overwhelming 
response. A total of 84.69 percent of 
those . responding opposed such admis
sion. Even among those who favored 
admission, the comments in many in
stances indicated a belief that Red 
China's behavior in the community of 
nations was not condoned, but that such 
recognition might tend to make this Na
tion more sensitive to world opinion op
posing any future acts of aggression 
which the Communist regime might con
template. 

Feeling favoring the enactment of leg
islation to provide legal safeguards for 
the handling of the welfare funds of 
labor unions was notable with 84.11 per
cent in support of such laws. Further 
reductions in tariff protection for do
mestic industries were also opposed by 
74.39 percent of those participating in 
the poll. Answers to this question, in 
turn, were often related in many com
ments to the matter of continuing for-

' .. -.... . . 

eign aid at a level of $4 billion for the 
next fiscal year. The vast majority of 
the 64.03 percent of those who opposed 
the program included comments indi
cating unequivocal opposition to the en
tire program although a number of per
sons stated their support for curtailed 
spending, and criticized the waste which 
they believe has characterized the pro
gram in the past. 

In response to the question, ''Do you 
favor ending agricultural controls and 
the accompanying termination of price 
supports," a total of 65.16 percent voted 
"Yes." In many of the accompanying 
comments, much disillusionment was ex
pressed with the present and past sys
tems of price supports and there was 
apparent a general desire for · release 
from present farm controls. 

The last item in which feeling was 
preponderant on· one side of the ·issue· 
involved a Fed.eral program -for the 
training of additional scientists and en
gineers. This· was supported by 64.68 
percent of those responding. However, 
it is significant that a very considerable 
number of persons qualified their an
swers by explaining their opposition to 
Federal aid for education below the col
lege level and indicating their opinion 
that the Federal Government should 
leave financing of primary and high
school education to State and local con
trol, as well as the sources of tax revenue 
which now support our schools. 

A complete review of the results o! 
the questionnaire is as follows: 

~ ' .. '" . 
Percent Percent ·Percent 

yes no · . undc-
cic'!.cd 

' 1·. Do you favor ~ freer ~xcba'uge of-ato~i~ secrets. b~twccn.thi.s country and oui NA ~0 alli~.? -~---------·~ : -·- ~--·---~- ~ - -------~::: ___ ~_·.: ••. ~· ~ 
2. Do·you favoF mcreasmg the pay o! m1htary personnel? __ -- ----- - ~--- ---'- -------------------------------------- -- ----- ------ ------- ----- __ _ 

--- -.-,--
38:98 55.02 6.00 
46.27 46.16 7. 57 

3. Do you believe Congress should act t.!> authorize J)erma:rrent residence for 30,000 Hungarian refugees temporarily admitted to the United 
States last year>?-·- .!.-------~-------------- __ ------ ______________________ ~ _______________ ______________________________________________ _ 

• • • ~- Woilld.you support a constitutional amendment giving the President's Cabinet or some other group of officials authority to determine when ' 
a President is suffering sufficient physical disability to prevent him from carrying out the duties of his office?-------------- -- -----------

5. Do you believe Communist China should be admitted to the United Nations?-------------------------------------------------------------
6. Would you support increasing postal rates for 1st-, 2d- and 3d-class mail to reduce the present postal deficit?. ___________ ;: _____________ ~:.--
7. Do you favor a program of Federal scholarships for the training of additional scientists and engineers?--~·- ------- ---------- ~ --- ~----:. _____ _ 
8. Do you believe that a new law is needed to safeguard the handling of labor union welfare funds?---------------------------~--------- -------
9. Do you favor ending agricultural control~ and the accompanying termj.nation of price supports?-----------~-------------------------------

10. Would you· favor an all-out Federal program leading to the exploration of outer space?-------------------------------·--------~-------------
11. Do you favor any Federal. policy which would reduce pensions for disabled veterans?-- ----------------------------------------------------
12. Do you favor action by Congress which would reduce tariffs on products imported into the United States? ______________ :. __ _______ _-_______ · 
13. :po y~u favor th~ exPQnditur:e for foreign aid of $4 billion in militar.Y and economic assistance and an increased program of loans to friendly. 

foreign coru1tnes? ----- _-----'-- -- _ --- _- _- --- _ ---------------------------- ------------- _ ---------- ____________________ ------- _______ ----- __ 
14. In the social-security program .• do you favor: . . 

(a) -Reducing the minimum age limit for benefi.ts with a corresponding increase in individual and employPr contributions? ____ _-__ :,_~--
(b) Increasing the amount ofbeJ.:lef1ts with a corresponding increase in individual and employer contributions'? ____________ .: __________ _ 
(c) Eliminating the restriction on outside income for persons receiving benefits with a corresponding increase in individual and em-

. <d) Lf~~r:: f~~~;.~~r~:~ iii P"t~eseili ro~iii?:: ~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::·~: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

36.94 57.63 5.43 

58.62 37.36 4.12 
10.73 84.69 4. 58 
59.22 . 33.44 - 7.34 
64.68 30.69 4. 63 
84.11 J2. ()() 3.89, 
65.16 27.24 7.60 
39.32 52.68 8.00 
8.22 87.02_ 4. 76 

18.82 74.39 6. 79 

27.65 64.03 8.32 

49.10 36.67 14.23 
51:52 . 29.15 19.33 

.39 .. 47 37.64 22.89 
31.41 34.48 34.11 

THE .PROPOSALS ~OR A : .SMALL- . 
BUSINESS. CAPITAL . BANK SYS
TEM 

. Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I a,s~ 
unanimous consent to extend . iny re-
marks at this point. . . . - _- . 

-The ·sPEAKER. ts there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from : 

ness are receiving considerable · atten-
tion.. . . . 

It is appropriate for those concerned 
with measures to halt the recession and 
reverse the economic trend -in the coun
tt·y to give careful and--prompt consider~ 
ation to proposals, which would assist 
small-business concerns in their efforts 
to secure needed capital for · investment 
in business, modernization~ and expan
sion. 

-Congress on H. R. 10345, which I intro:. 
duced:on January 29, 1958-see the REc
ORD, page 1292-and S. 3191, which was 
introduced by the majority leader of the 
Senate, the distinguished senior Senator 
:f.rom, Texas · [Mr. JoHNSON] on January 
30, · 195~ee ·the ;RECORD, pages· 13.48 to 
1349. 

Texas? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, . in the 

collective consideration and the expendi
ture . of tremendous effort of those who 
are seeking ways and means of halting 
the recession and reversing the economic 
trends, the plans for establishing facili
ties to . provide small business with a 
·ready access · to capital needed in the · 
modernization arid expansion of busi-

The Wall Street Journal of yesterday, 
March ' 19~ 1958, devoted considerai>le 
space to a · discussion of consideration 
currently devoted to plans for estabiish
ing . a small-business capital bank sys
tem. - In the Journal's article there is 
a discussion of plans under considera
tion for securing prompt action· in the 

It should be recalled that the bills re
ferred to would establish · a system of 
regional capital banks and local small
business investment associations, wh1ch 
would bring to small-b~sin.ess firms a 
source of the capital that is needed by 
small business. . The system would make 
available sources of equity. capital; that 
is, capital for the purchase ·of ·stock of 
small firms having attractive stocks to 
offer. It would also make available 
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sources of long-term debt capital such· 
as the commercial banks the SBA is not 
able to supply.· 

Furthermore, ·in creating such a sys
tem the bill meets all of the hard condi
tions which the many thoughtful and 
devoted free-enterprisers have said must 
be met by any such system that Congress 
might. help to create. One of those 
standards and conditions is that the sys
tem would be owned by those who take 
part in it-not by the Government. In 
that respect it would have the aspects of 
the land-bank system and the home
loan bank system, both of which are now 
fully owned by the private interests they 
serve. 

Important in the establishment of the 
system would be the avoidance of ap
propriating money from the Treasury of 
the United States. The proposals for 
the establishment of a small-business 
capital bank system would involve: First, 
no appropriations from the Treasury of 
the United States; second, no increase 
in taxes; third, no borrowing of funds 
by or upon the credit of the United 
States Government; fourth, no increase 
in the debt limit of the United States 
Government. 

The article of the Wall Street Journal 
to which I have made reference rec
ognizes these attractive features of the 
proposals for the establishment of a 
small-business capital bank system. It 
points out that these attractive features 
plus the need for something to be done 
regarding the recession provides the 
spur and prodding needed for tlle pas
sage of this proposed legislation. There
fore, it concludes that the chances · for 
the enactment of these proposals are 
the brightest they have ever been. 

Mr. Speaker, under the permission 
granted I ask that there be included as 
a part of my remarks the article which 
appeared in the Wall Street Journal 
and to which I have made reference. It 
is as follows: 
UNCLE AS A PARTNER·-RECESSION SPURS PLAN 

FOR NEW AGENCIES To BUY SMALL FIRMS~ 
STOCK-8ENATOR JOHNSON GETS BEHIND 
ScHEME, WHICH ALSO CALLS FOR LONG
TERM LoANS-FuNDS FROM FEDERAL RE-
SERVE 

(By Allan L. Otten) 
WASHINGTON.-The recession is putting 

steam behind a plan that cans for the Fed
eral Reserve System to become part owner 
of many private firms. 

The Government long has been engaged 
1n lending money to small business. · Tile 
scheme that's now being pushed, however, 
would provide much longer term loans and 
also actual ownership capital-through pur
chases of stock-for small businesses. 

The plan, called the capital bank pro
posal, has an attractive sugar coating. Its 
mission would be accomplished indirectly
through a chain of regional banks suppose.d
ly run by private bankers and businessmen. 
The scheme's backers envision an eventual 
shift of the setup from Government to 
private ownership. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FIFTY MILLION DOLLARS TO 
START 

But the initial capital, perhaps $250 mil
lion or more, would come through the Fed
eral Reserve banks. There are some who 
argue that this wouldn't even involve Gov
ernment participation initially since the 
Federal Reserve banks' stock is owned by 
member commercial banks. 

:aut in many other :respects the Reserve, 
banks bear a closer resemblance to govern.
mental bodies than to :pFivate ones. Their 
general policies are laid down by the Federal 
Reserve Board, appointed by the President 
and headquartered in Washington; they 
can't take major steps without the Board's 
approval; Congress can change their by
laws, and they perform many key govern
mental functions. Besides holding member 
commercial bank reserves and Federal funds 
on deposit, the Federal Reserve banks hold 
money of their own earned in their opera
tions. 

Under at least one version of the plan to 
set up regional capital banks using Federal 
Reserve funds, the new banks would be 
supervised from Washington by a new inde
pendent Federal agency. Loans might run 
as long· as 40 years; the level of interest rates 
is still being debated. 

BEYOND THE RFC 
In its stock ownership feature, the capital 

bank proposal pioneers even beyond the old 
depression-born Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. The RFC did buy some rail
road preferred stock, but more as a bail-out 
measure than as a real investment. 

The capital bank idea, whfch has kicked 
around Capitol Hill for a decade without get
ting anywhere, has long had the backing of 
Democratic Senator O'MAHONEY of Wyo
ming and SPARKMAN of Alabama, among oth
ers. Now Senate Majority Leader JOHNSON 
of Texas has put the bill on his list of "must" 
antirecession measures. He calls it "an in
telligent and logical step . toward making. 
available to small business the lifeblood it . 
needs in today's competitive world-and it 
will make that setup within a framework of 
private enterprise." Prospects for passage 
are rising accordingly. 

"The Senate will definitely pass a capital 
bank bill of some sort, and the chances are 
better than 50-50 for House action," says one 
Senate Democratic leader. Of course, he 
adds, "we wouldn't be any further this year 
than before if it weren't for the recession." 

MIGHT MAKE IT 
Says a key House Democrat: '.'With the 

help of the recession, we might just make :it 
this year." 

The improved prospects of the new lend
ing-investing program is still another indi
cation of how completely sentiment has 
changed in Washington during the past year. 
Last spring, everyone was hailing the final 
dissolution of the RFC. Just as last year's 
demands for economy have been replaced 
by new demands for spending, so have last 
year's cheers for the demise of RFC been 
replaced by demands for more lending. 

In fact, one Republican who's ordinarily a 
stanch economy advocate, New Hampshire's 
S_enator BRmG·ES, now is. proposing a standby 
revival of the RFC. 

Whether or no·t the :RFEJ revival makes its 
way through Congress-and the chances 
seem doubtful-the lawmakers will push a 
number of ot,her measures designed to inject 
increased doses of credit into the national 
economy. Congress certainly will pass a bill 
ex~ending the life and expanding the activi
ties of the Small Business Administration, 
whose ald to little enterprise consists largely 
of lending. And key Democrats in both 
Houses are pushing various bills for big 
public-works loans to local government. 

HEARINGS START NEXT MONTH 
Congressional consideration ot the capital 

bank proposal wlll get under way late next 
month when a Senate banking subcommit
tee headed by Pennsylvania's Democratic 
Senator CLARK. starts hearings on the sub
ject. Both Senator CLARK and Chairman 
FULBRIGHT (Democrat, of Arkansas.) of the 
full Banking Committee havet beeh prodded 
several times by Senator JOHNSON. 

But the banking subcommittee has had 
reaso:o. to waJ t. The . Federal Reserv.e Board. 
at Congress' request, has fo~ the p:;tst year 
been, making a. majo..r study of the financing 
facilities now available to small business and 
the needs of small b\J,siness. A huge chunk 
of this report will be sent to Capitol Hill in 
the next couple of weeks. Federal Reserve 
officials say, it will contain lilO· recomm.enda
tions, but merely wi:ll state the facts found. 
and "let the chips fall where they may." 

Senator FULBRIGHT and Senator CLARK 
want to have this study under their belts 
before starting hearings. In the first place, 
they hope the report, however objective, wilt 
tend to show a need for capital bank legis-· 
lation. More importantly, Administration 
and Federal Reserve officials have refused to 
take any deta.iled s_tand on capital.,-bank ·leg
islation pending the results of the Board's 
study. So far the Administration appears 
basically opposed to the idea, but Federal· 
Reserve Board Chairman Martin seems will
ing to give some form of capital bank a 
guarded blessing. 

Why embark on a new venture to aid little 
enterprise when the Small Business Admin
istration already is deep in a lending op
eratiolil? Backers of the capital bank scheme 
have several answers. For one thing, they 
note, the SBA is barred by law from 
making business loans f<:>r more than 10 
years, and can't buy stock at all in small 
:firms. 

Why not give the SBA broader powers? 
:Backers of the capital bank claim the whole 
purpose of their plan is to keep direct Gov
ernment activity in the ownership capital 
:field to a minimum, even though it eventu
ally would involve "Uncle Sam" to a large 
extent. · · 

One supporter of the bill adds that he 
doesn't believe the SBA or any other 
regular Government ageRcy should make the 
investment decisions that the regional banks 
would make. Says he: "I don't think the 
Government should be able to say John 
Jones should or should not be in the alumi
num business. This plan gets the Govern
ment out of that activity as quickly as 
possible." 

Some backers of the capital-bank scheme 
privately admit another reason for reluc
tance to give the SBA more power: A 
widespread Congressional distrust of the 
agency, based on a belief that it is domi
nated by the Treasury Department, and takes 
too stric·t a look at small :firms seeking help. 

"Giving new lending power to the SBA 
wouldn't help sm!'lll business too much," a 
Senate Democrat asserts. 

The capital-bank idea goes back to the 
early pos~-World War II period. The scheme 
was discussed then in published studies 
and Congressional hearings. At that time, 
one business group, the Committee for Eco
nomic Development, proposed such a plan, 
though its present position is not fully clear. 
The idea was first Introduced in specific 
legislation by Senator O'MAHONEY in i950. 
When he was tem:t>oral'Uy retired from the 
Senate in an election reversal, Senator 
SPARKMAN took over sponsorship. 

Today'& version of the Sparkman. 
O'Mahoney bill would work like this: 

The 12 regional Federal Reserve banks 
would be. autl;l.orized to form special national 
investment companies-up to one company 
for each State, Territory, or possession, or a 
total of 50-odd. The Federal Reserve banks 
would invest up to $5 million or an amount 
equivalent to 4 percent of the combined 
c.apital and surplua o1i their membel' banks
whichever is greater-in each company. ';I'he 
investment companies would. be formed by 
the Reserve. banks themselves or by groups 
o~ flve or more private persons or tnstttu
ttons-banks, corporations, partnerships, or 
individuals--..:-wtth the Federal Reserve hold
ing the investment companies' stOck at least 
initially. The States' industrial development 
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.corporations could be converted to national 
investment companies. 

The investment companies could then use 
their capital to make loans or buy stock in 
eligible enterprises as defined by the Fed
eral Reserve Board. The blll does not pro
vide for automatic retirement of the Gov
ernment's investment in these companies, 
but sponsors say they envisage that as . the 
companies become profitable, private capital 
would take over their stock and retire the 
Government's interest. 

A new version now is being pushed by 
House Small Business Committee Chairman 
PATMAN of Texas and has been introduced in 
the Senate by Majority Leader JoHNSON. Mr. 
PATMAN and Senator JOHNSON say the bill 
has been drafted to· meet objections to the 
Sparkman-O'Mahoney bill, but some . law
makers believe it really is the result of Mr. 
PATMAN's well-known distrust of the Fiideral 
Reserve Board, for the board's role in the 
project under his plan would be limited_ to 
providing the initial money. . 

Under the Patman-Johnson bill, a special 
Small Business Capital Bank Board would 
be set up as an independent Government 
agency. It woul.d get $147.5 million from 
the Federal Reserve System and would have 
power to borrow up to $1.2 billion more in 
the private market. This .Board . would set 
up 12 regional capital ·banks, giving $10 mil
lion to each at first and lending additional 
sums as it borrows from the public. 

The district banks . could make 40-year 
loans to small businesses and to State and 
local industrial development . corporations. 
The banks also would provide money to start 
special sma,U-business investme-nt associa
tions. These would be organized by groups 
of 25 or more local private investors, who 
would put up $250,000 altogether and have 
this matched by. the district small business 
capital bank, with the district banks ini
tially holding a proportion~te share .of the 
investment association's stock. The invest
ment associations would borrow additio~al 
sums from the capital banks and would pro
vide ownership· capital for small-business 
concerns. 

Investment associations borrowing from 
district banks would have to buy capital in 
the district banks equivalent to 5 percent of 
their borrowings. Similarly, small firms bor
rowing from the banks or getting ownership 
capital from the investment associations 
would have to buy capital stock in the lend
ing or investing outfit to the tune of 5 per-

. cent. Thus the Government's participation 
gradually would be reduced, it is reasoned. 

Backers of the capital bank idea contend 
lt will attract private capital partly because 
it works essentially on the risk-spreading 
pattern of an investment truf!t: While a loan 
or investment for just one small business 
firm may not only be expensive to service but 
also basically risky, providing capital for 
many firms serves to diversify the risk, with a 
few big payoffs offsetting several losses. 

With Majority Leader JoHNSON pushing 
hard, and Senate skids seemed greased for 
fast action, but the question is whether the 
House will move equally fast. The House 
Banking Committee, which must act on the 
measure, seems bogged down right now in 
lengthy vol;ing over a comprehensive revision 
of the banking laws. Right after the Easter 
recess early next month, it will start lengthy 
hearings on ald. to distressed areas. 

Some Senators are talking about a device 
to insure House consideration. The Senate 
Banking Committee has before it a bill the 
House passed last year to make the SBA 
permanent and broaden its lending powers. 
They are thinking of tacking the capital 
bank bill on to the SBA measure, thus 
forcing the House to consider the subject in 
the final House-Senate conference. 

"We'd be reluctant to do it that way," says 
one Democratic Senator, "but we n'light be 
forced to it it it looks as though we're not 

going to get House aqtion otherwise. We'll 
never have as good a chance to pass this bill 
again, and we're going to try and make sure 
it doesn't get lost this time." 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted as follows: 
To Mr. HESELTON <at the request of Mr. 

MARTIN), for today, on account of illness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders here-
tofOre entered, was granted to: · 

Mrs. KNUTSON, for 10 minutes, today, 
and to revise and extend her remarks. 

Mr. HENDERSON, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mrs. RoGERS of Massachusetts; for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. FLOOD, for 1 hour, today. 
Mr. 'VAN ZANDT, for 30 minutes, on 

. Tuesday, March 25, 1958. 
Mr. FLooD, for 60 minutes, on Wednes

day, March 26, vacating his special order 
for today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKs · 
. By unanimous consent, permission to 
e'xtend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. McGREGOR and to include results 
of a poll. 
. Mr. MoRANO and to include testimony 

before the Subcommittee on Appropria
tions on Labor and Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

Mr. LAIRD to include in his remarks 
made ~n Committee of the Whole today 
on the agricultural bill some editorials 
and letters. 

Mr. REED and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. ENGLE and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. CRAMER. 
Mr. FuLTON. 
Mr. SMITH of California <at the re

quest of Mr. :MARTIN). 
Mr. CooLEY, the remarks he made in 

Committee of the Whole today and to 
include certain charts. 

Mr. RADWAN <at the request of Mr. 
PILLION). 

Mr. ScHWENGEL and to include extra
neous matter. 

Mr. LONG <at the request of Mr. Mc
CoRMACK) and to include a minority re
port. 

(At the 'request of Mr. McCoRMACK, 
and to include extraneous matter in each 
case:) 

Mr. _WILLis. 
Mr. FLooD. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESO
LUTION SIGNED 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found· 
truly enrolled a bill and a joint resolu
tion of the House of the following titles, 

which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H. R. 7226. An act to clarify the applica
tion of navigation rules for the Great Lakes 
and their connecting and tributary waters, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 483. Joint resolution to amend 
the act of August 20, 1954, establishing a 
commission for the celebration of the 200th 
anniversary of the birth of Alexander Ham
ilton. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his signa

ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 235. An act to increase from $50 to $75 
per month the amount of ·benefits payable 
to widows of certain former employees of 
the Lighthouse Service; . 

s. 212p. An act to authori_ze the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct, rehabilitate, 
operate, and maintain the lower Rio Grande 
rehabilitation project, Texa3, Mercedes divi·· 
sion; and 

s . 3418. An act to stimulate residential · 
construction . 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The ·motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 6 o'clock and 4 minutes p. m.), un
der its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, March ·24, 1958, 
at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, .. 
ETC. 

1739. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
le~ter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting ft report 
on examination of time and m.iterials 
subcontracting . by Chrysler Corp., De
troit, Mich., under Department. of the 
Army contracts, pursuant to the Budget 
and Accounting Act, 1921 <31 U. S. C. 
53), the Accounting and Auditing Act of 
1950 (31 U. S. C. 65), and the author
ity of the Comptroller General to ex
amine contractors' records, as set forth 
in title 10, United States Code, section 
2313 (b), was taken from the Speaker's 
table and referred to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar. a.S follows: 

Mr. KILDAY: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H. R. 11470. A bill to adjust the 
method of computing basic pay for officers 
and enlisted members of the uniformed 
services, to provide proficiency pay for en
listed members thereof, and for other pur
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 1538). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. PORTER: Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. H. R. 7710. A bill to pro
vide for the lump-sum payment of all accu
mulated and current accrued annual leave 
of deceased employees; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1539). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 
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Mr. THORNBERRY: Committee on Rules.

House Resolution 507. Resolution for con
sideration of H. R. 11470, a bill to adjust 
the method of computing basic pay for offi
cers and enlisted members of the uniformed 
services, to provide proficiency pay for ·en
listed members thereof, and for other pur-
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 1541). 
Referred to the House calendar. 

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H. R. 8524. A bill to author
ize the preparation of a roll of persons of 
Indian blood whose ancestors were members 
of the Otoe and Missouria Tribe of· Indians 
and to provide for per capita distribution of 
:funds arising from a judgment in favor of 
such Indians; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1542). Referred to the Co~mittee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
House Joint Resolution 577. Joint resolu
tion to waive certain provisions of section 
212 (a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act in behalf of certain aliens; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 1540). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4: of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as .follows.:. 

ByMr.COAD: 
H. R. 11526. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an addi
tional personal exempthm for the ta:xpayer 
if he or his spouse is permanently and totan:y
disabled; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. · 

By Mr. HARRIS: 
H. R. 11527. A bill to amend the Interstate 

Commerce Act by adding thereto a new pa:rt 
V, to provide for a temporary program of as
sistance to enable common carriers subject 
to such act to finance improvements and de
velopments, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 
H. R. 11528. A bill to provide benefits to 

certain veterans of World War I who were 
in the active service on November 11, 1918, 
and their dependents; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

H. R. 11529: A bill to amend the District 
of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act 
to provide that class C and D licensees shan 
not be prohibited from serving alcoholic bev
erages to individuals in their establishments 
because such individuals are standing; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 
H. R. 11530. A bill to authorize a 3-year 

program of Federal assistance to States and 
communities to enable them to increase pub
lic elementary and secondary school con
struction; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. KILBURN: 
H. R. 11531. A bill to provide that munici

palities shall be notified in. writing of any 
proposed disposal of surplus real property of 
the United States located within such 
municipalities; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

By Mr. MOSS: 
H. R. 11532. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 and the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939 to provide that no 
documentary stamp tax shall be imposed 
with respect to conveyances to which a State 

or political subdivision is a party; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PILLION: 
H. R. 11533. A bill to amend the Federal .. 

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and ft:ee roads, bridges, and tun
nels designated ·as part of the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to 
designate other . routes :for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. PRICE: 
H. R. 11534. A bill to provide for the dis

tribution of surplus food commodities by 
use of a food stamp plan; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

H R. 11535. A bill to amend the Internal 
J;tevenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction 
from gross income for certain amounts paid 
by a teacher for his further education; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RILEY: 
H. R. 11536. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930, as amended; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SILER: 
H. R. 11537. A bill to amend Veterans' 

Regulation No. 10 to provide that the term 
.. child" shall include a child of a veteran 
who is a member of the veteran's household 
and who becomes permanently incapable of 
self-support; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. TELLER: 
H. R. 11538. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to increase the 
mileage of the National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana: 
H. R. 11539. A bill to amend the vessel ad

measurement laws relating to water ballast 
spaces; to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries . . 

By Mr. WILLIS: 
H. R. 11540. A bill to amend the vessel ad

measurement laws relating to water ballast 
spaces; to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. ZELENKO: 
H. R. 11541. A bill to prohibit the with

holding or impoundment of appropriations; 
to the Committee on Government Opera
tions. 

By Mr. BARING: 
H. R. 11542. A bill to pwhtbl.t discrimina

tion because of age in the hiring and employ
ment of persons by Government contractors; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H, R. 11543. A bill to provide for temporary 

additional unemployment compensation, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ENGLE: 
H. R. 11544. A bi:U to provide for Federal 

assistance in the development of irrigation 
in connection with non-Federal municipal 
and industrial water projects, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works. 

.By Mr. GRAY: 
H. R. 11545. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to increase the 
mileage of the National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. GUBSER: 
H. R. 11546. A bill to amen'd the Depend

ents' Medical Care Act to provide that mem
bers of the Armed Forces retired under 
chapter 67 of title 10, United States Code, 
after having served on active duty in World 
War I and World War II shall have the same 
privileges with respect to medical care as 
members so retired after having served on 
active duty for 8 years or more; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

H. R.11547. A bill to amend the CivH 
Aeronautics Act of 1938 in order to authorize 
free or redllced rate transportation for re
tired employees of air carriers, and for other 

purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ZELENKO: 
H. R. 11548. A bill to make it a crime to 

maintain in an unsafe condition any prem
ises in or upon which any business in inter
state commerce is being conducted; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H. R. 11549. A bill to provide for the prepa-· 

ration of a proposed revision of the Canal 
Zone Code, together with appropriate ancil
lary material; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
H. R. 11550. A bill to provide for the ac

quisition of sites and the construction of 
buildings for a training school and other 
facilities for the ·Immigration and Natural• 
ization Service, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BECKER: 
H. R. 11551. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and tun
nels designated as part of the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to 
designate other routes for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By .Mr. BOSCH: , 
H. R. 11552. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
:paving toll and free roads, bridges, and tun
nels designated as part of the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to 
designate other routes for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. DORN of New York: 
H. R. 11553. A bill to amend the Federal-· 

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and tun
nels designated as part of the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to 
designate other routes for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. KEATING: 
H. R. 11554. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and tun
nels designated as par~ of the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to 
designate other route~ for inclusion "in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. MILLER of New York: 
H. R. 11555. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and tun
nels designated as part of the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to 
designate other routes for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. OSTERTAG: 
H. R. 11556. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid · Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and tun
nels designated as part of the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to 
designate other routes. for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. RAY: 
H. R. 11557. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and tun
nels designated as part of the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to 
designate other routes for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. RIEHLMAN: 
H. R. 11558. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, b:ridges, and tun
nels, designated as part of the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to 
designate other routes for inclusion in the 



1fJ58 - CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE 4955 
~nterstate . System; to the Committee on 
Publ~c Works. 

By Mr. ROBISON of New- York~ 
H. R. 11559. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and 
tunnels designated as part of the National 
System of Inters--tate and Defense Highways 
to designate other routes for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mrs. ST. GEORGE: 
H. R.11560. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States. 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and 
tunnels designated as part of the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways 
to designate other routes for inclusion in the 
l'nterstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. SAYLOR: 
H. R. 11561. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and 
tunnels designated as part of the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways 
to designate other routes for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. TABER: 
H. R. 11562. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and 
tunnels designated as part of the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways 
to designate other routes for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to tlhe Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. TAYLOR: 
· H. R. 11563. A bill to amend the Federal
Aid Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and 
tunnels designated as part of the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways 
to designate other routes for inclusion in the 
Interstate System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. WHARTON: 
H. R . 11564. A bill to amend the Federal

Aid "Highway Act of 1956 to permit States 
having toll and free roads, bridges, and tun
nels designated as part of. the National Sys
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways to 
desigrfate other routes for inclusion in the 
Interstate ·System; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. REES of Kansas: 
H. R. 11565. A bill to protect the right of 

the blind to self-expression through organ!-

zations of the blind; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H. R. 11566. A bill to amend the Federal 

Airport Act in order to extend the time for 
making grants under the provisions of such 
act, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CHRISTOPHER: 
H. J. Res. 581. Joint resolution to authorize 

an appropriation for the pay of guerrilla 
and parolee personnel of the armed forces 
of the former Commonwealth of the Phi1ip
pines for · service in World War II; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HYDE: 
H. J. Res. 582. Joint resolution to authorize 

the Commissioners of the District of Colum
bia to promulgate special regulations for the 
period of the Middle Atlantic Shrine Asso
ciation meeting of A. A. 0. N. M. S. in Sep
tember 1958, to authorize the granting of 
certain permits to A~mas Temple Shrine Ac
tivities, Inc., on the occasions of such meet
ing, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the Commonwealth of Massachu
setts, memorializing the President and the 
Congress of the United States, to establish a 
National Scientific Academy in Massachu
setts; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, memo
rializing the President and the Congress of 
the United States, to enact and enforce legis
lation to implement the decisions of the 
Supreme Court of the United States outlaw
ing segregation in the public school system; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of South Carolina, memorializing the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States, to take the necessary action to carry 
out its prior appropriations and cause the 
Bureau of the Budget of the United States to 
release funds appropriated for the renovation 
and construction of National Guard armories; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

Also, memorial of tJ::le Legislature of the 
State of South Carolina, memorializing the 
President and the Congress o! the United 
States, to prevent the elimination of the 51st 

Infantry Division of the National Guard; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BENTLEY: 
H. R. 11567. A bill for the relief of Rosaria 

Furlo; to the Committee on. the Judiciary. 
By Mr. DENTON: 

H. R. 11568. A bill for the relief of Dr. 
ILuminada C. Hernadez; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DEROUNIAN: 
H. R. 11569. A bill for the relief of Edward 

Minsky; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FORD: 

H. R. 11570. A bill for the relief of Mah 
Ney Fong; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: 
H. R. 11571. A bill for the relief of Hlias 

Anthony Lousedes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania: 
H. R. 11572. A bill for the relief of Burns 

Lafferty; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. VANZANDT: 

H. R. 11573. A bill for the relief of Albert 
and Marie Stummer; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

482. By Mrs. ST. GEORGE: Resolution of
the Board 'of Supervisors of the County of 
Orange, N. Y., and the Town of Highlands, 
N. Y., relative to the water supply of Fort 
Montgomery, N. Y.; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. · 

483. By Mr. WESTLAND: Petition of Mrs. 
Rudolph Flotre and 65 other residents of 
the State of Washington urging the Con
gress to pass legislation prohibiting alco
holic beverages advertising on television and 
radio broadcasts; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

484. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Kaual 
Retail Board of Trade, county of Ka.uai, 
T. H., relative to enactment of legislation 
for the introduction of bauxite mining in 
the Territory of Hawaii; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. · 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

The Influence of the American 
Educational System 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. J. W. FULBRIGHT 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Thursday, March 20, 1958 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
there has come to my attention a very 
interesting newsletter by Congressman 
GEoRGE McGovERN, of South Dakota, on 
the subject of education. I believe Con
gressman McGovERN has summed up 
some of the pertinent facts about our 
educational system and itS' influence 
upon our country in an interesting and 
effective manner. As a former teacher 

ClV--313 

at Dakota Wesleyan, Congressman Mc
GoVERN iS' well qualified to comment upon 
these matters, and I recommend his 
statement to the attention of my col
leagues in the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
newsletter be printed in the REcORD. 

There being no objection, the news
letter was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE GEORGE MCGOVERN NEWSLETTER 

Dear friends, since the earliest days on the 
American frontier, education has been dear 
to the hearts of the American people. With
in 6 years of the landing of the Puritans at 
Massachusetts Bay, Harvard University 
opened its doors~ As the line of settlement 
moved westwal'd, the settlers were quick to 
establish schools and colleges. Believing 
_that religion and education were the twin 
foundations of good government, they we:te 
willing to make whatever sacrifice was nec
essary to build good schools and churches. 

EDUCATION AND THE AMERICAN TRADITION 

As early as 1785, the American Government 
provided. for the ceding of the 16th section of 
every township in the public domain for 
educational purposes. Two years later, the 
Northwest Ordinance of 1787 stated: "Re
ligion, morality, and knowledge being nec
essary to good government and the happiness 
of mankind, schools and the means of edu
cation shall forever be encouraged." 

The Founding Fathers agreed on the need 
for national support of the schools. In his 
_first message to Congress, Washington said: 
"There is nothing more deserving your pa
tronage than the promotion of science and 
literature." Alexander Hamilton, the bril
liant first Secretary of the Trea_sury, declared 
that "Whatever concerns the general inter
ests of learning * * * are within the sphere 
of the national councils, as far as regards 
an application of money." Said Thomas 
Jefferson~ "I think by !ar the most important 

·bill in our whole code is that for the diffusion 
-of knowledge among the people.'1 
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UNITED STATES SCHOOLS ON TRIAL TODAY 

Jefferson and his colleagues knew that 
democracy could not succeed unless the peo
ple were educated. Today, the complex de
mands of our fast-shrinking · globe have 
placed vast new responsibilities on the teach-

. ers, students, and classrooms of America. 
Russian missile developments have led 
many people to believe that United States 
schools must point ·their efforts to science 
and mathematics. My own view is that we 
do need better science education, but we also 
need to strengthen our entire academic pro
gram across the board. We need to learn our 
history lessons better, improve our use of 
languages and our understanding of human 
relations. It is fine to talk about acceler
ating science, but if we at:e to live with these 
awesome creations of science, we must accel
erate our understanding of those social, po:.. 
litical, .and moral forces that will determine 
rrhether science is a blessing or the means to 
our dest!"uction. _ . . ' 

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE TO EDUCATION 

With our school population expanding at 
an unbelievable rate at the same time that 
the cost _of operation is mounting steadily, 
school districts in all parts of t~e Natlon are 
discovering that the traditional property tax 
base is simply not ·adequate to cover the cost 
of education. 

In South Dakota, many school districts have 
reached the maximum mill levy allowed by 
law and are still incapable of supporting ade
quate tea·cher salaries and necessary school 
eq\J.ipment and· facilities. As th~ owner of. a 
modest house in my home town, I can. verify 
·from personal experience the· heavy property
tax load which my fellow South Dakotans 
are already carrying. I do not see how we can 
support needed school ' expansion purely by 
further increases in the local tax loads. 

It is the income tax that refiects the in
creased national income of the American 
people, but this source qf r!'lvenue. has been 
largely .taken by the Federal Gov~rnment. 
That is why many people have come to feel 
that the Federal Government should return 
a portion''of the income-tax collections to the 
s 'tates for 'educational purposes. 

SCHOOL-AID BILL 

· I am joining my colleagu'es on the · House 
Education and Labor Committee in support 
of a Federal assistance program for educa
tion. Such a program has been urged by 
President Eisenhower, Vice President Nixon, 
and former President Truman. Program 
supporters are determined, however, that it 
must carry careful safeguards to prevent the 
Federal Governm..ent fr9m . interf~ring with 
local school direction. 

I am ready to introduce legislation specifi
cally drafted to provide modest Federal edu- . 
cational grants to the States with no strings 
attached. The money would be apportioned 
to State education departments on a popula
tion basis, then disbursed to local school dis
tricts for use under local school board 
direction. My bill also calls for college schol
arships and loans to worthy students. 

I welcome your suggestions and questions · 
on this vital subject of · education. 

GEORGE McGOVERN. 

Alcoholic Beverage Advertising 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. H. ALLEN SMITH 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES :. 
Thursday, March 20, 1958 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak· 
er; under date of March 12, 1958, Ire· 

ceived·a letter from Rev. John M. Newby, 
pastor of the· Rees ·Memorial .Pilgrim 
Church in Pasadena, Calif., submitting 
the signatures of 183 persons who reside 
in or are adjacent to my Congressional 
District, urging support to remove the 
advertising of alcoholic beverages from 
our homes. Pursuant to the request of 
Pastor Newby, notation to this effect is 
being made in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD. 

At tlie same time, I received a letter 
from Logan G. and Hallie N. Nicholson, 
of Pasadena, Calif., which included peti
tions to the same effect signed by 1,424 
persons. Pursuant to their request, this 
is being made a matter of Congressional 
record. 

F REMARKS · 
~F 

·HON. ·EDMUND P~ RADWAN 
OF NEW -yORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 20, 1958 . 
Mr. RADWAN. Mr. Speaker, anyone 

who -loves .this Nation of ours would do 
anything in his power to reverse the 
present economic downturn. When as 
much as a single citizen who wants em-

- ployment is unemployed, it is and should 
:be a source of worry and shame to all 
of us. We should not be satisfied in a 
Nation as blessed as ours, as long as 
any unnecessary economic hardship 
exists anywhere within its borders. ·· 

The thing that::: regret most is when 
as serious a problem as this becomes 
purely a political plaything, and when 
statements and charges are made and 
solutions are recklessly tossed about not 
for their actual value, but just for their 
political effect. Those guilty of playing 
politics with the hardships being suffered 
by a very large proportion of our pop
ulation, are not limited to any one po
litical party. I want to assure you of 
one thing. My sole interest is in deter
mining every possible step which is likely 
to stop, and to reverse, this economic 
. downtrend, and to fight for such steps 
all the way. Meanwhile every effort 
should be made to alleviate the hardship 
of those immediately hit by unemploy
ment. 

In his recent message to Congress, the 
President made certain concrete sugges
tions. Every one of these, if followed 
through promptly, should be helpful. 
The Federal Reserve authorities have 
taken steps to. ease credit. Various 
measures have been taken to stimulate 
home building. Federal aid highway ex
penditures have been increased $600 
million as have been url;>an renewal pro
grams. There will be a $5 billion in
crease · in defense construction and 
purchasing during the first 6 months 
of this year, over the preceding 6 months. 
Nor are these examples of throwing Fed· 
eral money down a rathole. Every one 
of these expenditures is designed to im· 
prove our country, and its ability to 
defend itself. 

In addition, Congress has been asked 
to increase FHA insurance authority by 
$3 billion a year, to render special assist
ance to areas of high and persistent un- . 
employment, to provide tax relief for 
small business, and to enact a $2 billion 
program to modernize post-o:flice build
ings and equipment. 

The President has asked all depart
ments to greatly accelerate their con
struction projects. This includes river 
and harbor · projects of the Army Engi
neers which have been and which can 
now once again be so beneficial to our 
important port, and the bctsiness it gen
erates. Urban renewal acceleration will 
likewise aid us in Buffalo where impor
tant .slum-clearing projects are planned. 
Congress has been asked to speed up the 
huge Federal highway program, and .the 
Veterans? Administration has been di-

'. .rected to ~ake private funds more read
ily available to vets seeking home owner-
ship. . 

In his message, the President also 
states: 

I deeply believe that we must move 
promptly to meet the needs of those wage 
earners who have exhausted their unem
ployment compensation under State laws and 
have not yet found employment. 

The Secretary of Labor has been asked 
to develop a plan for extending the pe
riod of unemployment benefits, and thus 
enable the unemployed "to continue to 
seek jobs with a greater measure of 
security." . · 

In .my opinion even the above meas
ures are not the limit of action we 
should take to meet the problems which 
confront us. This is no time for com
placency. Every dime we spend on the 
defense program produces the double 
penefit .. of increasing our strength 
against Communist aggression, and pro
viding a shot in the arm for our do
mestic economy. Anqther possibility is 
tax relief .by raising the personal ex
emption from the present unrealistic 
$600 which is something I have strongly 
urged for many years. This · is also a 
good time to remove the World War II 
excise taxes on automobiles, appliances, 
and certain other goods. 

No action designed to restore the sta
bility of the American economy should 
be overlooked. Not only our freedom, 
but that of the whole Free World, de
pends on our ability · to achieve stabil
ity-and promptly. 

Metairie Park, La .. , C~untry Day School 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. RUSSELL B. LONG 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Thursday, March 20,1958 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the names 
of the 26 students and 2 chaperones from 
the Metairie Park Country Day School 
of Metairie, La., which is adjacent to the 
city of New Orleans, who are. visiting the 
Capitol today. 
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It -is interesting to note that -the en

tire graduating class o! tnis school is 
with us today. The sGhool is unique in 
that every student who _attends it intei)d~ 
to go to college. 

At this particular time, we are vitally 
interested in our scientific educational 
programs. I was happy to learn that 
more than 50 percent of this graduating 
class will pursue one of the sciences. I 
was also. interested to learn that ·next 
year a complete revision of this school's 
mathematical curriculum will be under
taken and that new concepts now ·being 
recommended by . our outstanding edu
cators will be incorporated. This type 
of adjustment of our teaching methods · 
to changing conditions is most com
mendable. 

The · Metairie Park Country Day 
School is now 29 years old and is doing 
outstanding work in preparing our young 
men and women for college. 

There being no objection, the names 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Chaperones: Mrs. Martha W. Wilson, Mr. 
Roland H , Nelson. · 

Students.: Gayle Wolf, Ann Miller·, Boo 
Massengill, Sunny Higgins, Mary Lou Cloud
man, Susie Hobson, . Betsy Longo, Cinda 
Richardson, Evelyn Fortiades, Judy French, 
Judy Wachenheim, Cleo Pelleteri, Sharon 
Collard, Betty Fredrichs, Ann Sawyer, .Mari
lyn Gordon, Buddie Fredrichs, Mims Gag~. 
Billy Cohen, Billy ·wohl, Sam Romano, Paul 
Hogan, Bob Ruddick, CarUe Kahn, .Henry 
Strieffer, John Fox. 

Give the Farmers Freedom 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. J. HARRY McGREGOR 
OF OHIO 

. IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE$ 

Th'Lf,rsday, March 20, 1958 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, my 
farmers are of the definite opinion that 
they want a minimum of Federal con
trols and are looking forward to the 
time they can live as free citizens with
out Goveriunent interference. 

I am sure the people recognize that 
the New Dealers and Democrats have a 
majority vote in the Agriculture Com ... 
mittee of the Congress, as well as the 
Congress itself. The administration is 
in the minority so, therefore, this ad.:. 
ministration cannot be blamed for not 
having passed farm legislation which 
will really give relief to our farmers. I 
certainly hope the majority of the Agri
culture Committee will recognize that a 
program is needed which will ultimately 
allow us to get rid of controls so the 
farmers of today will be able to make 
an honest living and not be dictated to 
by some bureaucrats who, in many in· 
stances, know: nothing about farm 
products. 

Some weeks ago, Mr; Speaker, I sent 
a questionnaire to the people of my Dis
trict which was publicized in every 
newspaper of that District, so that I 
might know how my people !eel relative 

to the farm problem. .A portion of that 
questionnaire is as follows: 

Per~nt 

Yes No-

service to the United States. We have, 
however, been delinquent in providing 
the ·Immigration ·and Naturalization 
Service with the tools to do a good job. 
Each' year approximately 400 officers are 
trained in the Border Patrol School after 
selection from the ranks of the border 
patrol. Each year those who are quali-

73 fied for advanced training are offered 
additional courses and some 200 men are 

36 trained annually. Periodic refresher 
---------------'---'-- courses are needed for these officers. 

These ·questions were answered by Physical facilities for this important 
various individuals and classified groups training are wholly inadequate. 

Do you believe tbat the Soil Bank program 
should be continued?--------------------

Do you believe that all Federal controls on 
farm products should be removed?--------

27 

64 

as follows: - · The Border Patrol Training School has 

Percent 

Yes No 

---------------------------1----r--
Do you believe that the Soil Bank program 

should be continued'? 
Total results, all occupations.------~---~--
Labor ____ ------------------~-------------. Ministers ________________ ••••• --- __ ._._ •• __ 
Newspaper and radiO--------------------
Public offi.cel;wlders and Federal em-

ployees. ____ ----------------------------
Professional men-Doctors, dentists, en-

gineers. _______ --- ____ _ ••• ----••• --------•reachers ___ • _ --~--______________________ • _ 
Attorneys ______ -- __ ----- ___ •. ______ -------
Businessmen-Industry and salesmen_ ~ __ _ 
Farmers. ______ • __ -- __ ._._. ______ • __ ••• --.-
Housewives. ____ • ____________ --_. ____ ._ •• -
Students .•• ____ -------_._--••••• ------.---
Retired _________ --------------------------
Occupation not given ____________________ _ 

Do you believe that all Federal controls on 
farm products should be removed? 

Total results, all occupations _____________ _ 
Labor .. ______ -------------------------- ---
Ministers. ___________ ---------------------Newspaper and radio ______________ ______ _ 
Public officeholders and Federal em-

ployees ____ __ ----------------------------
Professional men-Doctors, dentists, engi-

27 73 
18 82 
17 '83 
38 62 

17 83 

19 81 
29 71 
14 86 
16 84 
21 79 
35 65 
59 41 
11 89 
14 86 

64 36 
73 Zl 
83 17 
57 43 

78 22 

neers.----------------------------------- 74 26 
Teachers .. -------------------------------- 41 59 Attorneys._________ ___ _____ _______ _________ 74 26 
Businessmen-Industry and salesmen_____ 84 16 
Farmers ____ ------------------------------ 74 26 
Housewives--------------- ---------------- 66 34 
Students-~---------------·----------------- 21 79 
Retired __ --------------------------------- 86 14 
Occupation not given-------- ------------ - , 72 . 28 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the majority will 
quit playing politics with the farm pro
gram -so that adequate and proper rec
ognition can be given to tbe rural people 
who represent such an important part 
of our economy. 

been housed in hastily constructed, tern ... 
porary type, one-story frame buildings 
loc.ated at Fort Bliss, Tex., built some 
15 years ago and abandoned by the 
Army as no longer economically feasible 
before they were tw:ne.d over to the 
Service. The Advanced Officers' School 
is housed in the Old Post Office Building 
here in Washington and accommoda
tions are far from satisfactory and prac
tically nonservic.eable. 

My bill would authorize the General 
Services Administrator to provide the 
proper type of buildings needed for ef
fective training of these men. He does 
not have that authority today. The At~ 
torney General would be a.uthorized to 
request appropriations for such con
struction subject to the approval of Con
gress. In this vital instance of an im
portant service being without the means 
with wbich to do the job we expect of 
our border guards I think it incumbent 
upon us to act with dispatch. 

Oil Imports Hurf Domestic Industries
Testimony by Gov. Price Daniel, of 
Texas 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON_. DANIEL A. REED 
OF' NEW YORK 

IN THE liOUSE OF ~EPRESENTA TIVES 

Thursday, March 20, 1958 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, today during 

A 8 II T P d F I • f 1 • the hearings by the Committee on Ways 
i o rovi e aci ities or an mm•- and Means on trade-agreement legisla .. 

gration and Naturalization Se::-vice tion the committee membership was bon-
Training School oFed by the presence befmre it as a wit-

ness the esteemed Governor of Texas, the 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WILLIAM C. CRAMER 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 20, 1958 

Honorable Price Daniel. Governor 
Daniel will be remembered favorably by 
us all for the distinction with which he 
served as a member of the United States 
Senate. From Governor Daniel's effec
tive and knowledgeable testimony be
fore our committee it is evident that he is 
bringing to his duties as Governor the 
same measures of dedication to duty and 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speakerp I have ability that characterized his service in 
today introduced a bill that would au- the Senate. 
thorize adequate and badly needed Governor Daniel, in his statement be
training quarters and facilities for the fore the committee, demonstrated in a 
Immigration and Naturalization Service. convincing manner the failw·e of so
It .is my hope that by enactment of this · called voluntary agreements to effectively 
bill the Service will be better prepared curb imports. The resort to voluntary 
to train and educate the men who guard control of imports by the Executive has 
the borders of our country. only :resulted in the furthe:r impairment 

I believe there 15 no doubt in the minds of our domestic industries as a conse
of any of the Members that this is a vital quence of continued high levels of such 
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imports. While Governor Daniel's· ex
cellent statement was principally · di
rected toward the problem of oil, includ
ing the impact of such imports on 
stripper-well production, the substance 
of his remarks is applicable to other great 
industries in our Nation such as the tex
tile industry and the stainless steel fiat
wear industry. 

Mr. Speaker, I regard Governor Dan
iel's statement to be of such importance 
that I will insert it in the RECORD as a 
part of my remarks so it may be avail
able to my colleagues in the House of 
Representatives. There was attached to 
Governor Daniel's statement a graphic 
illustration demonstrating t.he effect of 
petroleum imports which cannot be in
cluded in the RECORD, but even without 
this chart, Governor Daniel's statement 
deserves· the attention of us all: 
STATEME~T OF Gov. PRICE DANIEL, OF TEXAS, 
.. BEFORE· THE CoMMITTEE- ON WAYS AND 

MEANS, HOUSE OF. REPRESENTATIVES 
Mr. Chairman and members of the com

mittee, I appear before you today in support 
of pending amendments which would impose 
mandatory limitations on imports of foreign 
crude oil and products, so that they shall 
not exceed the ratio which existed between 
petroleum imports and domestic oil pro
auction in 1954. As you know, this was the 
ratio which the President's Cabinet Com
mittee on Energy Supplies and Resources 
Policy found to be the maximum above 
which the Nation's security would be en
dangered. 

As Governor of Texas, I appear, of course, 
in behalf of my State, but firmly believe 
that what I advocate is in the best interests 
of ·the Nation. Having served in the Con
gress as a Member of the Senate, I realize 
that your prilhary concern is··the effect of 
this legislation on the welfare and security 
of ·an of · the people of the ·united s ·tates, 
and it is with this in mind that I present 
these remarks. · · 

After careful study of petroleum imports 
In 1955, the Cabinet Committee reported 

·as follows: - · · · · 
"The Committee believes that -if tii.e im

ports of crude' and residual oils should ex
ceed significa-ntly the_. respective proportions. 
that these imports o'f oils bore to the pro
duction of domestic crude <>il in 1954, the 
domestic-fuels situation could be so·. im
paired· as to endanger the orderly industrial 
growth which ·assures the military and ci
vilian supplies and reserves. that are neces
sary to the national defense. There would 
be an ·inadequate incentive for exploration 
and · discovery of new sources ·of supply. 
· "In view of the foregoing, the Committee 
concludes that in the interest of national 
defense imports should be kept in the bal
ance recommended above. * * * 

.. "The committee ·recommends,· howev~r. 
that- if .in 'the future the . impprts of crude 
oil and residual fuel oils ·exceed significantly 
the respective proportions · that such im
p'orted -oils bore. to domestic -production of 
crude on in ·1954, appropri~te action should 
be t~ke~.'' · : .. . . ·· , 

Soon after the time this report wa's. pub
lished, foreign oil imports were substantially 
exceeding the 1954 ratio. This, in spite of 
repeated requests from the . ·administratio'n 
that .importing companies. practice industrial 
statesmanship and voluntarily reduce their 
.imports in the interest of the national wel
fare. For more than a year; I had been one 
of those who ho:Ped that oil imports would 
be reduced. by the importers themselves, all 
of whom are American concerns, without the 
necessity . of governmental intervention. 
Some of the companies made efforts il1. this 
direction; but the .majority' did not. Many 

of us who had patiently waited in vain for 
industrial statesmanship to solve this prob
lem faced the fact that it could not or would · 
not be done. 

As a Member of the Senate, I joined Sen
ator Matthew Neely and 14 other Senators 
in a proposed mandatory restriction as an 
amendment to the Reciprocal Trade Agree
ments Act. This was in the first session of 
the 84th Congress. Our amendment would 
have limited foreign oil imports to 10 per
cent of the total domestic demand. A sub
stitute for the Neely amendment, applicable 
to all products essential to the national secu
rity, was agreed upon and adopted in the 
Senate and approved by the House. This 
was only after administration leaders gave 
assurances that this amendment could and 
would be used to limit oil imports to the 
1954 ratio as recommended by the Cabinet 
Committee. The amendment, known as the 
national defense amendment and now a part 
of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, pro
vided: "• • * whenever the Director of the 
Office of Defense Mobilization has reason to 
believe that·· any article is being imported 
into the United States in such quantities as 
to threaten to impair the national security, 
he shall so advise the President, and if the 
President agrees that there is reason for such 
belief, the President shall cause an immedi
ate investigation to ·be made to determine 
the facts. If, on the basis of such investiga
tion, and the report to him of the findings 
and recommendations made in connection 
therewith, the President finds the existence 
of &uch facts, he shall take such action as 
he deems necessary to adjust the imports of 
such article to a level tha.t will not threaten 
to impair the national security." 

With a finding already made that petro
leum imports . above the 1954 ratio . would 
impair the national security, we had every 
reason to believe that they would be limited 
under· this authori_ty. The debates in the 
. Senate and the. $Ubsequent action of the 
House clea.rly ·show tnat -this was the in
tention of the Congress. On the Senate 
fi·oor this. intention was :e~q~ressed by· mem
b'ers of the . Finance . Committee without · 
dissent. ·Senator CARLSON saip: ~ 
· · "The Senate Finance · ·committee; in ap
proving H. R. 1, specifically recognized the 
problem and -inserted in its .report a portton 
of the report of the President's Advisory 
c~~mittee on Energy Supplies and Re
sources which had. been submitted by the 
'White House. • • • 

"I supported the proposal adopted by the 
committee because I was assured by those 
in the administration responsible for the 
administration· of the trade--agreements pro
gram that if such amendment were adopted 
by .the committee and by ·congress, action 
would immediately follow, and that imports 
'of petroleum and its products would be 
definitely restricted. 

"I was further assured ·that such restric
tion would be based upon the study pre-

. viously made, to which ·reference was- made 
by!· the committee; that the basis of the 
limitation would be in accordance with the 
recommendjttion of that study. This study 
indicated the ,nec.essity of limiting ,imports 

, of p~troleum and its products to an amount 
and in the relative position of the imports 
of · petroleum in· 1954 as · related to domestic 
production of cruc:ie oil in 1954. • • • 

"Since the report of the Finance · Com
mittee, I have further explored this situa

. tion with administrative agencies charged 
with the responsib111ty for the app}lca.tion 
of this program, and I can say to the Senate 
that again t have complete assurance of com
pliance of these · agencies with the direction 
set forth in that amendment. * * * 

'-'There can be no doubt in my mind as to 
the intent' of the committee, nor, do I be
lieve, as to the intent of the Senate in re
gard to limiting the . on · imports to the 

average daily imports of the year ·1954-, ·based 
on the report of the President's Commission 
on Energy Supplies and Resources Policy. 

"I can assure the Senate that I would not 
have agreed to the amendment in H. R. 1, 
dealing with imports of commodities which 
are of national defense interest, had I not 
been assured that it would be the policy 
of those who administer the act to follow 
the intent of those who participated in pre
paring the report of the Advisory Commit
tee." (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 101, pt. 4, 
p. 5389.) 

The following colloquy occurred between 
Senator CARLSON and the junior Senator 
from Texas, who now appears before you as 
Governor of Texas : 

"Mr. DANIEL. In addition to what the 
President's Advisory ComJllittee on Energy 
Supplies and Resources Policy reported, I 
ask the. Senator if there was other evidence 
before the committee which indicated the 
injury that would be suffered by our Nation 
and its national defense and security if oil 
imports exceeded the 1954 ratio between 
imports apd market demand? 

"Mr. CARLSON. Yes. There was much 
testimony both from witnesses who favored 
importation of oil-importation in large 
quantities-and from those wh() were op
posed to all imports of oil. There is no 
question that excess importation wm affect 
not only our national defense, but our econ
omy, and it is important that we have an 
economy that is thriving and growing. 

"Mr. DANIEL. Based on that ev-idence, is it 
the Senator's understanding that if oil im
ports should exceed the 1954 ratio, there 
would be injury to our national security? 

"Mr. CARLSON. There can be no question 
about that. 

"Mr. DANIEL. Was there any reason why 
the committee included · the amendment at 
all, if the committee did not feel that the 

. national ~ecurity would suffer if oil imports 
· were' in excess of the 1954 ratio? . 

"Mr. CARLSON. As I said, earlier in. my re
marks, the Finance . Committee spent mtich 
time on this amendment ltnd on other 
amendments dealing with quo.:ta imports and 

. tpeil' eff·ect on tlle nation~;~.l .defense. · We w,ere 
·. seriously ·concerned about the matter . . For 
that reason, we have assurances that those 
administering the act will act in accordance 
with the proposals submitted by the ~resi
dent's Advisary .Committee · on ' Energy Sup
plies and Resources Pqlicy and the evidence 
submitted to - our ·committee. ·. I have no 
doubt of it. . _ - . 

"Mr. DANIEL. As a member of the commit
tee, is it t:tle opinion of the Senator . from 
Kansas that a majority of the committee, 
which supported the amendment, intended 
that the neces-sary action ··be taken to keep 
imports from exceeding the 1954 ratio, which 
has been interpreted by the President's Ad
visory Committee as the ratio beyond which 
injury would be done to the national secu
rity? 

"Mr. CARLSON. One reason why I say.that is 
very-definitely the op-inion· 01 the· COI_IlDlitte'e, 
or at least the intent· of the committee. is the 
fact t-hat the chairman of .the Finance Com
mittee incluc:led in the report of the com
plittee a part of the Advisory Committee's 
~~port, which, after au, in~ my opinion, gives 
the intent of · the . Finance . Committee.". 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. t 'ot, . pt. 4, p. 
5390.) 

Senator Millikin expressed similar views 
in the following colloquy: 

"Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, on Monday of 
this week, the distinguiShed senior Sana tor 
from Colorado, Mr. Millikin, was kind 
enough 'to answer several questions put to 
him by me. I appreciate his courtesy. How
ever, I noticed that the RECORD, as printed, 
shows an answer to my last question whiCh I 
did not understand to have been given, and 
which I do not believe the senior · Senator 
_!rom Colorado inte~ded. 

I ' • ·.:. 
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"I should like to repeat the question, not

ing that the .Senator from Colorado is on the 
floor. 

"The question is set forth on page 5299 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl .. 101, pt. 4; 
and I ask the Senator from Colorado to com
ment on it, after I repeat it. The question 
is this-and I now address 1 t again to the 
senior Senator from Colorado: 

" 'At least it is the intention of the Com
mittee on Finance that this amendment'-we 
were talking about section 7 (b)-'shall be 
used to protect us in the matter of oil im
ports and the importation of other com
modities which are necessary to our national 
defense.' 

"Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am very 
sorry if my answer was not as clear and spe
cific as it should have been, when we had 
our exchange the other day. 

"I wish to say that was the intention of the 
Senate Finance Committee. That was the 
purpose of writing the amendment and of 
adopting it in the committee. 

"Mr. DANIEL. I thank the Senator from 
Colorado. 

"Did the committee hear evidence to the 
effect that an increase of oil imports above 
the 1954 ratio between imports and domestic 
production would endanger the national 
security? 

"Mr. MILLIKIN. The committee heard such 
evidence. 

"Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator .from Colo
rado remember any evidence to the contrary? 

"Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not." (CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, VOl. 101, pt. 4, p. 5565.) 

In spite of the many assurances· given, the 
administration took no official action. under 
section 7 (b) of the law until July 29, ·1957. 
In the meantime, petroleum imports were in
creasing from 1,052,000 barrels daily in 1954 
to 1,248,800 in 1955, to 1,436,000 barrels daily 
in 1956, to 1,526,000 barrels daily . in 1957. 
This year, oil imports are averag~ng 447,000 
barrels daily in excess of the 1954 ratio. 

In 1955, imports wefe 43,149,000 ba~rels in 
excess of the -1954 ratio; in 1956, they were 
87,570,000 barrels in excess; and in 1957, they 
were 122,491,000 barrels in excess. 

At · a price of $3 per barrel, the United 
States· economy lost $129,447,000 in oil sales 
i·n 195.5; $262,710;000 in 1956; and $3'67-,473,000 
in 1957. The total loss in sales in the period 
was about $759,630,000. 

Percentagewise, ·under the · 1954 ratio rec
·ommended by the ·Cabinet Committee, petro
leum imports reached a volume equivalent 
to 16.6 percent of domestic oil production. 
Imports rose to 19.6 percent of domestic pro
duction in 1955, 21.1 percent in 1956, and 
21.4 percent in' 1957. 
· In spite of this terrific economic hard

ship in all the oil producing States and the 
continued threat to our national security, 
nothing · had been done except issue more 
appeals for industrial statesmanship during 
the 2 years which elapsed between . adoption 
of the 1955 national defense amendment and 
the annual goveriwr's conference in June 
of 1957. At this conference on June 24, 32 
governors joined in the following telegram 
to President Eisenhower, urging immediate 
action. This telegram stated: 

·"Because foreign oil imports are far in 
excess of the 1954 ratio above which your 
Cabinet Committee on Fuels Policy found 
that the security of the Nation would be en.; 
dangered and because these excessive im
ports are seriously damaging the conservation 
and taxation programs of many of our States 
and causing curtailment in exploration and 
development of new domestic reserves essen
tial to the economy and s~curity of the Na
tion, we the und~rsig:t;1ed Governors urge 
your prompt action under the Reciprocal 
Trade A_ct to limit oil impqrts to the 1954 
ratio." 

It was signed by: Ra:ymond Gary, ·Okl~
homa; Price Daniel, Texas; George. Docking, 
Kansas; Charles H. Russell, Nevada; Ernest 

W. McFarland, Arizona; Mike Stepovich, 
Alaska; John E. Davis, North Dakota; Orval 
E. Faubus, Arkansas; James E. Folsom, Ala• 
bama; J.P. Coleman, Mississippi; Milward L. 
Simpson, Wyoming; Albert D·. Rossellini, . 
Washington; Steve McNichols, Colorado; 
George D. Clyde, Utah; Robert D. Holmes, 
Oregon; George Bell Timmerman, Jr., South 
Carolina; Marvin Griffin, Georgia; Joe Foss,' 
South Dakota; Albert B. Chandler, Kentucky; 
J. Hugo Aronson, Montana; Earl Long, Louisi
ana; William G. Stratton, Dlinois; Herschel 
C. Loveless, Iowa; Robert Smylie, Idaho; 
Frank Clement, Tennessee; Victor Anderson, 
Nebraska; Luther Hodges, North Carolina; 
J. T. Blair, Missouri; Joseph Johnson, Ver
mont; G. Mennen Williams, Michigan; · C. H. 
Underwood, West Virginia; W. H. Handley, 
Indiana. 

On June 26, the President established a 
special committee to investigate and it found 
that the national security was being threat
ened and recommended a voluntary program 
of restriction. It went into effect on July 29, 
1957. It has been the charge of a very able 
and capable administrator, Capt. Matthew V. 
Carson, Jr., who has done the best that any
one could do with an unenforceable volun
tary program. In spite of his efforts, the 
program has failed to carry out the mandate 
of the Congress. It has failed to limit petro
leum imports to the 1954 ratio. There are 
several reasons for this failure: 

1. The program has been applied only to 
imports of crude oil and does not include 
crude products, as recommended by the 
Cabinet Committee. This permits evasion of 
the quotas by processing the crude in foreign 
lands before importation, thus further dam
aging the economy and adding to unemploy
ment in this country . . 

2. The 1954 ratio has never been strictly 
followed in assigning total import quotas. 

3. The west coast originally was exempt 
from the program. It was included only in 
January of this year. · ' .' ' · 

4. Several importers have neglected or re
fused to comply with the program and ap
parently they cannot be forced to do so un

. less the entire program becomes mandatory 
and enforceable. At least, they are not being 
required to comply. . 

The result is that total imports have in
creased well in excess of the national secu
rity ratio since the voluntary program went 
into effect. • 
, Instead of decreasing, imports have in
creased during the first 6% months of the 
voluntary quota program about 9 percent 
over the corresponding period of the preced
ing year, while domestic production was 
forced to be cut an average of 367,000 bar
rels a day. Instead of the 1954 ratio of 
16.6 percent of domestic production, we now 
have an import ratio of approximately 24 
percent. 

We now know that a voluntary program 
simply will not work, Altno:ugh the Presi
dent has .the authority under the national 
defense amendment to invoke mandatory re
strictions, and has been urgently requested 
to do so, the President thus far has failed 
to do so. That is why we must ask Con
gress · to act in order to carry out its man
date of 1955 and thereby sav~ this domestic 
industry from d-estruction and protect the 
security of the Nation. . 

This matter is just that urgent and im
portant. Nothing has contributed more to 
the present recession in the oil-producing 
States than excessive oil imports. Each time 
I refer in these remarks to oil imports, I 
mean and include crude oil and crude prod
ucts, because they must be dealt with to
gether .in any succesafui restriction of i_m
ports. 

A high official said last week that he was 
sure the general business recession had con
tributed to the .reduced manufacture and 
sales of crude products in the United States. 
Tllis is like the old question of which comes 

first, the hen, or the egg. I am certain that 
continually increasing foreign oil imports 
throughout the last five years ·have con
tributed . toward· unemployment, decreased 
buying power, loss of tax resources and gen
eral decline of business more than any other 
factor in the oil producing States. 

Under · normal conditions, over 132,000 
people are directly employed in the produc
tion of oil in this country and many thou
sands more are employed in related busi
nesses. Domestic oil refineries, which nor
mally employ more than 132,700, are now 
cutting back their output and laying otr 
thousands of their employees. 

We have been forced to cut oil production 
in Texas to 9 days per month while foreign 
oil continues. to take our markets. The 
producers of no commodity can live long on 
9 days per month. A ·million and a half dol
lars is being lost to the Texas economy every 
day due to production cutbacks forced by 
foreign oil imports. 

This matter has become so serious that I 
appointed a commission to conduct hear
ings on the etrect of excessive oil imports 
on the economy of Texas, and I have here 
its preliminary report from which I shall 
~ead and I ask that the entire report be in
cluded in your record at the conclusion of 
my remarks. 

The economy of the oil producing States 
is a vital part of the economy of the Na
tion, and I think it is high time that our 
country think as much about its own do
mestic economy as it does about the econ
omy of the Mideastern countries which are 
flooding us with oil produced with cheap 
labor and without restrictions geared to 
market demands. 

Either the wages and living standards of 
our own people will be lowered to that of 
foreign lands or we must give ~dequate pro
tection to the production of our own com
modities . . The economic strength . of our 
Nation is just as important as our military 
strength. Both ar~ endangered by excessive 
oil imports. · · · ' ' 

The security of this country requires a 
healthy oil industry with adequate reserves 
to defend itself without depending on for
eign . ,oil. The Suez conflict demonstr~ted 
how · quickly we can be cut otr from foreign 
oil in time of war. One of the worst fates 
that could befall the United States defen~ 
sively would be to become ·dependent on 
foreign oil for futlJ,re emergencies. ~ Yet that 
is what is sure to_ happen if the incentive 
to find new reserves in this country is de
stroyed by lack of markets in time of peace. 

The present situation discourages explora
tion for new reserves. Who wants to take 
the risk to find a well which can be pro
duced only 9 days per month? No one can 
afford to risk a million dollars wildcatting 
for new oil fields if he cannot expect to pro
duce at a rate necessary to return the cost 
of his investment. Most wildcatters actually 
operate on borrowed capital, and they can
not get loans on today's markets. 

' The amount of petroleum reserves in the 
United States has increased through the 
years as a result of wildcatting accomplished 
mostly by the independent oilmen. In 1957, 
wildcat drilling was 9.8 percent below that 
which took place in 1956. It was reported 
recently , in the Wall Street Journal th.at 
drilling is lower today than at any time 
during the last 8 years. Last week it was 
reported by the American Petroleum Insti
tute that the domestic oil reserves decreased 
349 million barrels in 1957. With decreased 
incentives, newly discovered reserves were 
349 million barrels less than the domestic 
production in 1957. Thus the Nation had 
to dip into its backlog of proved reserves 
for the ·first time since the abnormal war 
year of 1943. 

Some have argued that we should use the 
toreign oil nQw and save our own for the 
future. That might work if we knew where 
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all the oil in this country is located and if 
our domestic industry and its thousands of 
employees- could go without their livelihood 
for several years on end. Neither of these 
conditions is possible. All of the oil in this 
country has not been discovered. The search 
for new reserves must continue, and it can 
and will continue only if there is a healthy 
and profitable industry. 

Excessive imports are having their most 
disastrous e:ffect on small independents 
whose production has reached the stripper 
stage. Here the application of secondary 
recovery methods is the only way in which 
production can be maintained, and then only 
at great cost. Three-fourths of the Nation's 
producing oil wells, over 358,000, are in this 
category. Each produces five or less barrels 
per 'day, but in the aggregate they account 
for one-fourth of the Nation's total produc
tion and about one-fourth of the known re
serves in this country. These wells and 
these reserves had just as well be marked 
o:ff as total losses if they have to compete 
without protection from excessive foreign 
imports. 

In the recovery of primary reserves prior 
to the recent discoveries which give hope of 
recovering most of the oil in place, it was 
not uncommon to produce only 20 percent 
of the oil in the ground. Secondary recov
ery practices presently in use can bring to 
the surface approximately 80 percent of the 
remaining oil, none of which could be re
covered under the methods used when these 
fields. were first discovered. The tremendous 
cost of this secondary recovery of oil, which 
would. otherwise never be brought to the 
surface, makes it especially vulnerable to 
low-cost foreign-import production. The in
centives which must be available for the. 
continuation of these secondary recovery 
practices are lost when that oil is placed in 
competition with uncontrolled foreign im
portation. 

In addition, many of the methods used 
to carry on secondary recovery operations 
are of such a nature that .they must be 
continued to maintain engineering practices 
necessary to bring the oil to the surface. 
Engineers have pointed out that if this oil 
cannot be sold and if the operation must be 
discontinued, it will be impossible ever to 
produce this oil, or the cost to begin again 
the secondary recovery operation will be pro
hibitive. 

In Texas, our conservation statutes require 
a restriction of domestic production in line 
with market demand to prevent waste from 
excessive above-ground storage. It was in 
carrying out the provisions of our statutes 
that the Texas Railroad Commission found 
it necessary to reduce our production to 9 
days per month. 

This is a very peculiar situation. Texas 
and the other oil-producing States, in order 
to prevent the waste of one of this Nation's 
greatest natural resources, are continually 
cutting back production in order to reduce 
excessive above-ground stocks. At the same 
time, the importers of foreign oil are con
tinually increasing their importations and 
thereby increasing the stocks which we are 
trying to reduce. 

In the past 5 years, oil production in the 
United States has increased only 5.6 per
cent. Production in Texas has ·actually de
creased by 2.5 percent-further evidence 
that our State is bearing the brunt of the 
domestic production cutbacks. 

Compared with our Nation's increase of 
5.6 percent, production in Canada has in
creased 92.8 percent, production in Venezuela 
has increased 46.8 percent, and production 
in the Middle East has increased 52.4 per
cent. 

This conservation program must be con
tinued. if our domestic production is to be 
strong enough to meet the demands of na-. 
tional defense as it did ·tn two world wars. 
Today its effectiveness is being destroyed by 

excessive imports. It is not fair to expect 
States to bear the load of cutting prod'!lction 
without placing a similar burden upon the 
importers of foreign oil. If this is not done 
in the same mandatory and enforceable way 
that the States restrict domestic production, 
the entire oil conservation program of this 
country will be destroyed. 

There is no legal restriction on most of the 
foreign oil production and none whatever on 
foreign oil imports. Wells in the Middle East 
run as high as 6,000 barrels of oil daily, while 
the average well production in Texas is only 
19 barrels. Foreign wells owned mostly by a 
few major American companies, produce oil 
every day, while in Texas, the largest pro
ducing State in our own country, production 
is shut down to 9 days per month . . 

Is it fair to the conservation program of 
the States to have it dominated and ruined 
by foreign imports? Shouldn't there be some 
legal means of keeping imports in balance 
with domestic production and domestic mar
ket demand? When domestic producers are 
restricted as to the amount of oil they can 
place on the American market and are con
victed of State and Federal offenses for ex
ceeding that limit, should there not be some 
type of restriction of foreign importers, or 
should they be allowed to flood the market 
and cause even further restriction of domes
tic producers? 
.. Today, foreign imports are determining 

the amount of production to be permitted 
from domestic wells, · and five large Ameri
can-owned companies and one foreign firm 
control over 90 percent of the oil imported 
into this country. They and their desire tor 
big profits should not be permitted to de
stroy the conservation, economy and security 
of our Nation. 

In 1955, the Congress expressed its inten
tion that the President should use the na
tional defense amendment to limit petro
leum imports to the 1954 ratio as recom
mended by hi::; own Cabinet Committee. This 
mandate has not been carried out. Accord
ing. to the findings of his own Cabinet 
Committee and his special committee to in
vestigate oil imports, the national security 
is being threatened. Therefore, I strongly 
urge that this committee approve any one 
of the pending amendments imposing man
datory limitations on petroleum imports in 
accordance with the 1954 ratio between pe
troleum imports and domestic oil produc~ion. 

Carter Versus LeCompte 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. GEORGE S. LONG 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 20, 1958 

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I in
clude the following minority report: 

CARTER VERSUS LECOMPTE 

Mr. LONG, from the Committee on House 
Administration, submitted the .following mi
nority report (to accompany contested-elec
tion case of Steven V. Carter versus .KARL M. 
LECOMPTE): 

We, as members of the Committee on House 
Administration, dissent from the findings 
made in the majority report of the said com
mittee in the contested-election, case of Car- . 
ter versus LeCompte and do .not concur in 
the conclusion reached by the majQrity of 
said committe~ as submitted in said report,_ 
and respectfully submit :the following report: 

The clearest feature of this contest case is 
that the 450 pages of testimony contain sworn 
evidence taken before an office~ of this House 

showing conspiracy,. fraud, violations of tl;le 
mandatory provisions of election laws, gross 
irregularities, and mistakes. These actions 
are repugnant to the Constitution and to 
this House of Representatives. As the sole 
judge of the elections, returns, and qualifi
cations of its own Members it will not yield to 
a result obtained by such methods. · The 
Constitution has put that matter exclusively 
in its own hands. The decision of the House 
must be clear, for it runs to the very organ
ization of the House of Representatives it
self. 

The question therefore not only is who oc
cupies the seat from the Fourth Congres
sional District of Iowa but whether the acts 
complained o:t:, and so vividly s.et forth in the, 
testimony, briefs, and oral argument before 
the -committee, did not bring about a con
trary result of this election. That is to say, 
had not gross violations of mandatory and 
other laws, fraud, and conspiracy taken place, 
would not the contestant, Mr. Carter, now 
be a Member of this House of Representfl.
tives? 

A sincere application of the laws govern
ing contested ·election cases and the relative 
precedents of ·the House of Representatives 
to the record in this case show, without 
doubt, that the contestant was duly elected 
and should now be a Member. This case 
has. developed exactly in the manner and 
within the time provided by the House and 
bas proceeded as. rapidly as the process pre
scribed by the House would permit. 

The contestant has carried the burden 
fully and has ,presented to this House a 
complete case, in · the manner required by. 
laws, rules, and precedents. The committee 
f).nds th!'l-t he has presented sufficient evi
dence upon which to _make a determination 
in his f~vor. It is impossible to fully esti-. 
mate the total. . dam~J,ge to . the contestant, 
caused by· the unlawful acts of election offi
cials and others, due to: the , obstructionist 
tactics engaged in during the time the con
testant was allowed to take testimony and 
the failure of the contestee to take testi
mony in his qwn behalf during 39 of the 40 
days allotted ·to ·him for this purpose. No. 
one will deny that the contestee is also ex
pected to supply- this House with evidence 
as to his :tight to the seat. The 420 -pages 
of sworn testimony taken by the contestant 
support his brief and argument and the 30 
pages of interrogatories obtained on the 
only one and last day of the 40 day period 
during which the contestee was required to 
take testimony to prove or disptove the 
facts alleged or denied in his answer to the 
notice of contest, fail to disprove the con
testant's case. He did not use 39 of the 40 
days allotted him to dispute the facts de
veloped by the con~estant during the con-. 
t~stant's fully used 40 days. The con
testee's attorneys, however, engaged . in re-. 
dundant, verbose, and lengthy objections, 
repeated time after time. He used the con
testant's time by story telling and un
related comments having no bearing on this 
case. All this was done for the very obvious 
purpose of obstructing the development of 
testimony for use of this committee and the 
House of Representatives while this case was 
being developed before the commissioner, 
who is an ofticer of this House. The con
testee's attorney repeatedly hampered, led 
and even answered for witnesses, and chal
lenged the right of the House to provide this 
method of determining a contest case. It 
would appear from the contestee's failure to 
take testimony, save on 1 day only, and then 
by interrogatory confined to a limited num
ber of questions, that he had information 
which convinced him that the recount was 
both fair and honest and that his recount
ing of the ballots would only confirm this 
fact~ Therefore he did not conduct a re
count during the period of time in which he 
had to take evidence, nor name an officer of 
his . own to preside jointly with the officer . 
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already named to take testimony during the therein contained without unfolding or per
contestant's. period. The contestant has, mitting the same to be unfolded or exam
notwithstanding, brought to the House ined, and, having endorsed the ballot. in -like 
suftlci'ent competent, undisputed evidence to manner as other ballots are required ·to be 
prove his right to the seat. endorsed, deposit the same in the proper 

In . the general election held November 6, ballot box and enter the voter-'s ·name in the 
1956, Steven v. Carter was the candidate on poll book, the same as if he .had been present 
the Democratic ticket and KARL M. LE- and voted in person." 
CoMPTE on the Republican ticket for election And code section 53.25 provides as follows: 
as Representative in Congress from the -"Rejecting ballot: In case such affidavit 
Fourth Congressional District of Iowa; com- is found to be insufficient, or that the signa
posing the 14 counties of Union, Ringgold, tures do not correspond, or that the ap
Clarke; Decatur, Wayne, Lucas, Monroe, Ap- plicant is not a duly qualified elector in such 
panoose, Jasper, Keokuk, Mahaska, Powe- precinct, or if the ballot envelope is ·opened, 
shiek, Wapello, and Davis Counties. The or has been opened and resealed, or that the 
election officials certified in the regular man- ballot envelope contains more than one ballot 
ner that in said election Steven V. Carter of any kind, or that said voter has voted in 
received a total of 56,409 votes and KARL M. person, such vote shall not be accepted or 
LECOMPTE a total of 58,031 votes. A cer- counted." 
tificate of election· was accordingly issued· to · · Clearly, the absentee ballots cast in every 
:the contestee. Notice of 'contest was sub- · precinct but Prairie Township must be held 
se_quently 'served by contestant and filed to have been counted in violation of a man
with the Clerk of the House of Representa- datory regulation. The activity of the 
tives. The ·contestee admits that there were county auditor, Republican ·candidates, and 
irregularities and even · violations of the Republican party workers in carrying both 
election law but claims · that ·they were of a blank applications and blank. ballots in their · 
directory nature. The contestee, ·however, arms and securing a'!)sentee:votes from voter~;~ 
admits that an error of 100 votes was dis- who had niade no request or at most had 
covered in' the totals in Mahaska· County. made a telephone request for said absentee 
and that the ·100 votes should have been ballots and applications, all in violation of 
added to Carter's total in that co~nty. the absent voter's law of the .state of Ipwa, 

The county auditor of ~ahaska County clearly indicate a conspiracy on the part of 
. testified that he kept the applications for these workers and the auditor to · defraud 

absent voter's ballots with the exception of the innocent electors, and the activity on .the 
Prairie Township in his office and did · not part of the voters themselves ln .partici
send them· with the ballots to the counting pating in -the fraud clearly invalidates any 
judges (R. 34). ' The county auditor · of of the ballots so secured. 
Mahaska County admitted to a long list of The absentee ballots were counted in 
violations·of the election laws, including the Mahaska County and the report of the com
breaking of 'the seals and voting two 'absentee missioner as set. out tn the record at pages 
ballots in . one of the precincts l of the town 141 and 142 are as follows l ' • 

which the fraudulent activity on the part 
of the party workers and the Republican 
candidates and election officials and the 
county auditor were the greatest, the fraud
Ulent vote cannot now be separated from 
the good vote and therefore these five pre
cincts must· be rejected in conformity to the 
rule set out above. In the balance of the 
precincts, except Prairie Township, the ab
sentee vote must be rejected. 

In addition, the. county auditor, having 
admitted that he failed to prepare the ballot 
properly and failed to leave a space between 
the Republican ticket and the Democratic 
ticket, and 'failed to lock the levers in said 
space and it appearing in the record with
out dispute that the votes cast for a blank 
under Carter's na;r:ne were clearly intended 
to be cast for Carter because · the machines 
.as set up· by the county auditor did·not pro
vide for a voter voting a straight ticket, the 
votes so cast in the precincts not rejected 
must therefore be added to Carter's tOtal. 

The five precincts rejected are a8 follows: 

Precinct 

Oskaloosa: . 
1st precinct of 3d w,ard~--------- .466 .. 203 
2d precinct of 3d ward. ~--------- .475 365 
4th precinct of 4th wiu·d. ___ ,:____ 824 394 
5th ward .... -'------~------------ 186 41 University Park ______ ,:___________ -515 325 

TotaL-- ----~--~------------~---2-, 4-~-l·-1-,-32-8 

. There ' ts, therefore, deducted . fr~m LE
CoM~i:'s total · 2,466 votes and from Carter's 
total, 1,328 votes. 

-In the bal~nce of the precincts of Mahaska. 
Cqup.ty a total of 167 votes are deducted 
from' LECOMPTE's total and 75 votes from of Oskaloosa (R. 36)', faillng to leave a blank 

between: the ~epubiican arid Democratic 
ticket and f~iling ·to lock the row of levers 
on said blank space as required, by the 
·e~ectioh.Iaws ot' the State"ot Iowa (R. 49~ - ~0)', 
and many ' other violations in connection 
witn .the- absent voter's law. '.That such' vio
lations were serious cannot.be denied because 
a 'witnes.s k,ept ·his attorner: ~he :county at
torney: of ·Mahaska County, Iowa,; at his el
bow, and -l:lis · Jtttorney .frequently · made 
answers for him (R. 36) ancl the 9ode of Iowa, 
section 53.~,- prescribes as follows: : 

Precinct 
Carter's total, this bei~g the illegally cast 

-LECo~P~E Carter and counted absentee ballots in those pre-

uo1fens.es by officers: If any county auditor, 
city or town clerk, ' or any election officers 
shall refuse or neglect to perform any ·of the 
duties .prescribed by this chapter;· or·- shall · 
violate- any- of the- provisions thereof, he 
shall -be · :fined not . less- than $100 nor more 
than $1,000, or imprisoned in the county jail 
not to exceed 90 days." 

Clearly the failure on the part of the 
county auditor of Mahaska County to send 
the applications· for · ·absent voter's ballots 
with the ballots to the counting judges in 
each precinct was a violation of a mandatory 
regulation. The contestee admits in his 
written brief, page 11, in the third paragraph, 
that actual fraud or violation of a statute 
which is mandatory is the :first element 
which must be proven before an ·entire pre
ci~ct can be rejected. Code section 5323 of• 
the Code of Iowa under which this election 
was held provides as follows: 

"Casting ballots: At any time between the 
opening and closing of . the polls on such 
election day ' the judges of election of said 
precinct shall open the outer or carrier en
velope only, announce the absent or disabled 
voter's name, and compare ·the signature 
upon the apP.lication with the signature upon 
the affidavit on the ballot envelope. In case 
the judges find the affidavit executed, that 
the signatures correspond, the applicant a 
duly qualified elector of the precinct, and 
that the applicant ha,s not voted in person 
at said election, they shall open the envelope 
containing the voter's ballot in such a man
ner as not to deface or destroy the affidavit 
thereon, and take out the ballot or ballots 

-------~---:--1---. - ,.-:-. 11--- . cine~. · . .. . .. . 
A:dams. ________ _.~------------------ .7 a ; . In ' the ,palance of :the pr.ecinct~ not re~ 
Bll!-ck .O!lk·-----~------~-----'----- 6' 2 . Jected ~he .,votes cast .on the ~lank space .un-
Qedar .......... -------~----------- 28 6 . der Carter's name which should be· added 
~a::t~e:/~1~~!~====~=~==~:::::: ,.:t .- ~ . to. h~'s topal-are as folfows, to wit: 

~- r !e~s:t~a~rrri§lin:_~--=--~=_-_: :_: ___ : :_;:_.:_· __ - -_----~=- ·_::_:_. : ___ - . 1g . • ": i Pr_ecinct: . . . . : ·. ' , . _.., n ""' 5 · 
1 

Adams ___ ._._ ___________________ ·----~; 3 
Jefferson .... ·-- ~ ------------------- 5 1 Black Oak ______ !_ _______ .:,_.:, _____ .:. __ .: _ · 2 
Lincoln .. ------------------------- 5 ~ Cedar_ ..:_.;. ___ . _____________ _;..;_________ 6 
~~~~~~::::::::':::::::::::::::::: ~ l East Des Moines------------:------.--- 2 
Pleasant Grove.~ ---~------------- · 8 8 · West Des Moines ____________ ,:,_______ 0 
Prairie. '~-----:--~-~-----~--------- o· 0 Ga.rfield ___ .:, _______________ _; ______ .:,_ 7 
Richland·-·---------------------·-- 1 .. · 2 Harrison; East _______ ._.:, ______ · _..:·.:..:._~-- 4 
S~tt.. ______ ·---------------------- 6 ~ Harrison, ·west _____________ . ________ .:, 1 
~~~;:~~~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::: : · 1 Jefferson ______________________ , __ ,:. ___ · 7 
University Park__________________ 30 .6 Lincoln __________________ ;....: _______ _:_ .. 6 
White Oak .... __ __ __________ _: _____ 4 4 Mactison · 3 · 

~~~ :ra;g~-~~~~~~~~::::::::::::'::: -~~ ~ Monroe_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4 2d of 2d ___________ :_______________ 17 10 Pleasant Grove ___________ :_ __________ - 9 
1st of 3d ..•. : ---------------------- 79 15 Prairie ____________ _:_;. ___________ ;.___ 21 
4th ward ______ ·-----------·--------- 108 · 23 Richland · 2 
2d of 3d_--------'------------------ 65. ~ Scott ____ :-_-_-:_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-:::::::::::::::::: 5 
5th ward _____ _. ________ ; ___ ~-------~----5_8_1--- Spring Creek------------------------ 3 

TotaL----------------------- 007 151 · · Union_..:._____________________________ · 5 

Because of the great percentage of fraud- . 
ulent ancf 1llegally cast and counted votes in 
five of the precincts in Mahaska County, it 
isn't possible to estimate the ~tal damage 
·to Carter caused by the activity of the 
county auditor and the Republican county 
candidates and the Republican Party or
ganization. The rule is weli established and 
has consistently been followed by the House 
of Representatives that where the votes in 
the precinct are so tainted with fraud and 
irregularity that a true count of the votes 
honestly cast is impossible, then the precinct 
or district must be rejected and the parties 
to the contest may prove aliunde and re
ceive the benefit of the votes honestly cast 
for them. Inasmuch as voting machines 
were used in Mahaska County, 1t 1s possible 
to separate the absentee ballots from the 
balance of the vote. 

In the five precinct,s 1n which the percent
age of the vote exceeded 10 percent and in 

VVhite Oak ________ _:_________________ 11 

Oskalom~a: 

1st ward--------------------------- 19 
t'st of 2d ward.:.-------------------- lQ 
2d of 2d ward---------------------- 26 

Total---------~~---------~------ 156 
In Keokuk County, the county auditor 

admitted that he didn't know whetlier or 
not he sent the applications with the ap,. 
sentee ballots. However, a careful review 
of the election materials subpenaed by the 
commissioner, by witnesses who were under 
oath and exceptionally well qualified to do 
so, discloses that there were no applications 
sent to the precincts with the ballots by the 
county auditor, except the applications that 
were with the absentee votes cast by voters 
in the military service (R. 308). 

In complying with the rule set out 1n 
Tague v. Fitzgerald and which has been fol
lowed by the House of Representatives con
tinuously since that case, since it is now 

. ( 
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impossible in Keokuk County to separate o! the count. The canvass shall be public 
these votes that were illegally cast and and each candidate shall receive credit !or 
counted in violation of the mandatory reg- the number of votes counted for him." (This 
ulations (Iowa Code, section 53.23 and 53.25) is the same requirement as set up in the 
due to the fact that Keokuk County voted present Code of Iowa, sections 50.1 and 
by ballot and not by machine and the ab- 50.2.) 
sentee ballots were mixed in the same bal- "The testimony disclosed that after the 
lot box with the other ballots and it .is now polls were closed the judges, in order to ex
impossible for anyone to separate the good pedite· the count, separated the ballots into 
from the bad, therefore the total ballot case piles which were counted simultaneously, 
in Keokuk county must be rejected. This each judge counting separately. At the close 
would result in a deduction from LECoMPTE's of this count the results were compiled and 
total of 4,212 votes and Carter's total by certified by all as the official return." 
3,701 votes. Clearly the evidence in the case now be-

In Poweshiek County machines were used fore the House discloses that in almost every 
and the same prac~ices on the part of the precinct .this same practice was followed and 
county auditor and the other Republican the same irregularities occurred and the 
Party organization people were test ified to same violations were made by the counting 
and not controverted in any way by the officials. 
contestee. There is deducted from LE- On the propriety of this procedure the 
CoMPTE's total 365 votes and from Carter's committee then ruled: 
total 162 votes because of the· illegally "It is evident that all the judges did not 
counted absentee ballots (R. 211, 212, and see any one ballot, and that no one judge 
213). saw all the ballots and that no one clerk 

In Monroe County, where the overseer of r ecorded or tallied them all. At the close of 
the poor was very active in the town of the count, the results were combined. This 
Albia, and by her own admission violated all method is not only irregular, but contrary to 
of the rules for ob-taining abEentee ballots law. 
of the State of Iowa as set out above and "Although no fraud may be intended by 
by her own admission obtained at least thus disregarding the provisions of the 
75 absentee votes and since by her own ad- st atute, yet in the judgment of your com
mission she was a Republican P arty worker mittee proof showing that the law has been 
and held her job only under the Republi- so entirely disregarded and in effect via
can administration of the county, those 75 lated in the manner of ceunting and calling 
absentee ballots are deducted from L::;:- ballots, just as effectually opens the door to 
CoMPT-E's total. a recount as though deliberate fraud had 

In the two counties in whl:ch no evidence been actually proven." 
was taken the contestee's brief states as Clearly the contestant was e;ntitled to a 
follows, on page 3 in the fourth paragraph: recount in all of the counties just named. 
"The committee can take judicial notice of The case of Kunz v. Granatta in the 72d 
the fact that the result of the election in Congress (Cannon's Precedents, vol. 6, p. 
Wapello County was: Carter, 11,546 votes; 359), is authority for the position that the 
LECoM,PTE, 9,216 votes; and in Davis County, recount m ade by the contestant under the 
Carter, 2,659 votes.; . and LECOMPTE, 2,296 direction of the commissioners appointed in 
votes." > accordance with the statute and the report 

There is no dispute in the record on this made to this committee by the commission
matter and there is no evidence to discredit ers in accordance with the statute is valid 
the official poll in those 2 counties ·and and the ballots as subpenaed by the com
therefore, as suggested by the contestee 's missioners in each county were papers per
brief, this committee t akes judicial notice of taining to an election within the meaning 
the total votes cast in those 2 counties, of Revised Statutes, section 123, as set out 
and accepts the official returns on "those 2 at the bottom of page t> in the Laws and 
counties. · Commit t ee Rules Governing Contested Elec-

In .Tasper County, Appa noose, Clarke, Da- tion Cases in the House of Representatives 
catur, Lucas, Wayne, Union, and Ringgold as adopted by this committee. In the 
Counties, the irregularities alleged by the Granatta v. Kunz case a contest having been 
contestant, shown in the record, and ad- filed, the notary public was appointed com
mitted by the contestee (contest ee 's . brief, missioner to talce evidence for the contestant, 
p : 5, par. 2) were of the same nature as the pursuant to the provisions of the Federal 
irregularities considered in the case of steel statute. In response to a subpena duces 
v. Scott (65th Cong., 2d sess., Cannon's Prece- tecum issued by the commissioner, the board 
dents, vol. 6, p. 270). In that case at page of election commissioners produced the bal-
270 the report reads as follows: lots and after the recount submitted through 

"No question was raised by eit her con- the commissioner a return. 
testant or contestee as to the correctness of In that ' case the House .of Representatives 
returns from 8 of the 13 counties composing held: 
the district. In the remaining five counties "The action of the commissioner in order
both had caused a recount to be made, ar- ing a recount of the ballots and the revised 
riving at slightly different result&. returns reported are justified and approved 

"The committee, therefore, accepted the by .the majority in the following language: 
official returns from the 8 counties and 'We call the attention of the House to sec
proceed~d to take the recount. of the ballots tions 10 and 11 of the City Election Act, a 
in the 5 counties in the district, with the portion of the general election law of Illi
following result: Scott 26,033 votes, · Steel nois, under which law this election was held, 
26,029 votes, making a plurality for Scott of in order that it may understand the method 
4 votes." pursued in the counting and preservation 

In that case the House of Representatives of ballots case for contestant and contestee. 
recognized the procedure used by the con- The contestant was entitled to every straight 
testant in the case at hand. ticket unless his name was thereon unmolest

The committee, in discussing the irregu- ed along with the Democratic candidate's. 
larities set out in the Steel v. Scott case, The fact that the contestant did not re
made the following statement, to wit: ceive th~ straight ticket vote in many of the 

"The second question raised by the con- precincts is conclusive evidence of fraud or 
testant involved the observance by judges gross irregularity and mistakes, this could 
and clerks of election of section 1138 of only be corrected by resort to the ballot box 
the Iowa Code. The section provides: and the recount of the vote; when this was 

"When the poll is closed the judges shall done and the straight ticket vote was given 
forthwith and without adjournment canvass contestant which he received, he overcame
the vote and ascertain the result of it, com-. the apparent majority of 1,171 voted and de
paring the poll lists and correcting errors f_eated the contestee by a majority of 1,288 
therein. Each clerk shall keep a tally list votes'." 

The majority in support of their position 
that the notary public designated as com
missioner to take testimony in the case and 
under whose direction the recount was 
made, was an officer and a representative of 
the Congress for that purpose, cited the fol
lowing decision (134 U. S. 372): 

"Any one of the officers ~esignated by the 
Congress to take the depositions of such 
witnesses (whether he is appointed by the 
United States, such as a Federal judge of 
the Federal court, or a register in bank
ruptcy, or by the State, such as a judge of 
one of its courts of record, a mayor or re
corder of a city, or a notary public) per
forms this function not under any authority 
derived from -the State, but solely under the 
authority conferred upon him by Congress 
and any matter concerning the Govern-
ment of this United States. / 

"We the undersigned members of the 
committee, are of the opinion that ballots 
are papers pertaining to an election; in the 
instant case the election was held under the 
Australian ballot law of the State of Illinois." 

In all of the cases cited-the House of Rep
resentatives made no · requirement that the 
ballots themselves be marked as exhibits and 
made a part of the record; however, the 
contestant in the case at hand submitted 
the ballots by an extension of the record 
after the commissioners subpenaed the bal
lots in each county by subpena duces tecum 
and after they were counted by witnesses 
who were under oath at the time of the 
counting arid at the time of submitting the 
report to the commissioner, the ballots were 
all retained in the custody of the county of
ficial, the county auditor, who was charged 
by law with their preservation. The county 
auditpr in each case testified that he had 
preserved the ~allots and that· they had not 
been tampered with and at the close of the 
count .. continued to keep them 1n his 
custo~y. This committee, through its chair
man, ch·arged each county ~uditor by letter 
to retain the ballots inviolate and there is 
no dispute between the parties but-what this 
has been done. 

Since the recount was justified and the 
manne.r and procedure of the contestant is in 
accordance with the law and the previous , 
precedent of the House of Representatives 
the result of the recount are accepted by this 
committee, as follows, to wit: , 

L'COMPTE 
County: 

Appanoose: Deducted _______________ -142 
Clarke: Added_______________________ 18 
Decatur: Added_____________________ 1 
Lucas: Deducted____________________ 9 
Wayne: Deducted___________________ 14 
Ringgold: Deducted_________________ 25 
Union: Deducted ___________ _.________ 59 
Jasper: Deducted _____________ _____ __ 111 

CARTER 
County: 

Appanoose: Deducted ____ !_ _ _'________ 7 
Clarke: Added _______________________ 239 

·Decatur: Added_____________________ 40 
Lucas: Added_______ ________________ 4 
Wayne.: Deducted___________________ 11 
Ringgold: Deducted_________________ 12 
Union: Deducted____________________ 4 
Jasper: Deducted____________________ 16 

The total corrected vote is 51,667 for 
Carter and 50,407 for LECoMPTE, a majority 
of 1,260 votes for Carter. 

We therefore recommend to the House the 
adoption of the following resolution: 

Resolved, That KARL M. LECOMPTE was not 
elected a Representative to the 85th Con
gress from the Fourth Congressional District 
of the State of Iowa, and is not entitled to 
a seat therein. 

Resolved, That Steven V. Carter was duly 
elected Representative to the 85th Congress 
from the Fourth Congressional District of 
the State of Iowa, and is entitled to a seat 
~el:"ein. 
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The Judith Coplon Case 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DANIEL J. FLOOD 
()F PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRE~ENTATIVES 
Thursday, March 20, 1958 

Mr . . FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks in the REc
ORD, I include the fifth in a series of eight 
articles by the Honorable FRANCIS E. 
WALTER, chairman, House Committee on 
Un-American Activities, on the Commu
nist conspiracy in America. These ar
ticles recently appeared in the Philadel
phia Inquirer. 

JUDITH AND THE RuSSIAN 

(Fifth of eight articles) 
(By Representative FRANCIS E. WALTER, chair

man, House .Committee on Un-American 
Activities) 
Less than a year ago, in April 1957, re

porters brought good news to a home in a 
quiet, middle-class section of Brooklyn: 
The Attorney General of the. United States 
had announced that Mrs. Albert H. Socolov 
would not be called to trial again as a spy 
for Russia. · 

Mrs. Socolov's only reaction, expressed 
through her husband, was a laconic: "No 
comment." 

Brooklyn neighbors, who knew the retir
ing little brunette of 35 only as a -housewife 
and mother, were shocked' to hear her name 
associated with espionage. But the Attor
ney General's announcement came as a frus..: 
trating anticlimax to thousands who re
membered her as the central figure in one 
of the most sensational Communist spy 
cases of the postwar era: Judith Coplon. 

She was the girl in the notorious ·affair 
of "The Girl and the Russian," whose shock
ing story was spread on the records of nu
merous Federal courts. She was the baby
face whose name had been linked with th~tt 
of Benedict Arnold by one judge who sen~ 
tenced her to prison. 

In another Federal court, a second judge 
set her penalty at 15 years' imprisonment 
and told the 28-year-old woman: 

"You h~ve brought dishonor upon the 
name you bear and you have brought dis
grace to your family. You have been dis
loyal to the country which nourished you 
and placed you high in trust and confi
dence." 

Why does this woman, convicted of steal~ 
ing Government secrets and conspiracy to 
commit espionage, remain at liberty -in 
Brooklyn? Lawyers and judges have an
swered with complex, legalistic arguments, 
but the reason boils down to this: 

Judy Coplon is a free woman because the 
Government she was accused of betraying 
to a brutal dictatorship values the rights of 
its citizens above its own safety. The United 
States clothed her in the armor of ·constitu
tional safeguards and admittedly stripped its 
own law enforcement agencies of some of 
their most powerful weapons. Even the 
judges who reversed one of her convictions 
conceded: "Her guilt is plain." 

In the 9 years since Judith Coplon was 
first arrested, Americans have learned that 
candid appearance, pleasant personality and 
excellent reputation are no proof of loyalty. 
In March 1949 they were more naive. 

The daughter of plain, hardworking par
ents, Miss Coplon had won honors for her 
personal and academic achievements at 
Brooklyn's James Madison High School and 
at Barnard College. She was graduated cum 
laude in 1943, the yearbook noting her 
"astute, analytical mind, her inimitable 
brand of sophistication," the ease with 

which she was moved to "deep pathos or 
wild merriment" and her "great gift of right
eous indignation." The college bur~au that 
sought jobs for graduates listed her in the 
top category for ability, application, integ
rity, public spirit, and good breeding. 

She was, therefore, highly qualified for her 
first job, as. "economic journalist" in the eco
nomic warfare section of the Justice Depart
ment's New York office. In 1945, as the Sec
ond World War drew to a close, she trans
ferred to Washington as a politiool analyst
in a section dealing with the registration of 
foreign agents in the United States. 

As such, she lrad access to classified reports 
of the FBI and other secret documents. A 
superior wrote- that she "shows herself capa
ble, industrious and intelligent. * • * Her 
language skills are more than adequate in 
French and good in German and Russian." 

When she first came under suspicion has 
never been ·revealed. · It was learned that 
highly confidential FBI investigations con
cerning Soviet- and satellite diplomats were 
finding their way back to these individuals. 
The leak did not come from the FBI itself 
but appm-ently from the section in which 
Miss Coplon was employed. The FBI's only 
official explanation is that a routine loyalty 
check led to Miss Coplon. , 

For whatever reason, she came under in
vestigation. - Trailing her on frequent visi.ts 
to New York, agents soon discovered the 
second party in the case of the girl and the 
Russian. 

He was Valenti"n A. Gubitchev, a stolid, 33-
year-old engineer who had come to the 
United states in 1946 with the Soviet dele
gation to the United Nations. Later he was 
hired by the U. -N: Secretariat as an engineer 
in connection with the erection of the U. N. 
headquarters building. He claimed diplo
matic status. 

Meanwhile, Miss Coplon's superiors 
stamped innocuous documents "Secret" and 
planted them where she could get at them. 
On Friday, ' March 5, 1949, the FBI was 
alerted: She-planned to visit New York that 
evening. A few hours before she ieft, her 
section chief, Wllliam E. Foley, handed her a 
decoy document, commenting that it was 
confidential, "hot" and "very interesting .... 

Agents trailed her from the Pennsylvania 
station in New York - to 193d Street and 
Broadway, where they saw her all but brush 
against Gubitchev without a sign of recogni
tion~ suspecting surveillance, they acted 
cautiously. 

One darted into the subway; the other 
boarded a bus for Times Square. A few 
minutes later, ·both appeared at Broadway 
and 42d Street within a few feet of each 
other, again with no greeting. As strangers 
they boarded a bus, alighting at 14th Street. 
As they walked toward 15th Street along 
Third Avenue, FBI men seized them. 

Acting without a warrant, the agents un
wittingly gave the woman one of the legal 
toeholds by which she scrambled to free
dom, but an FBI spokesman later explained 
the reason for the unceremonious arrest. 

"It was my opinion," he declared in court, 
"that the safety of the United States was 
involved and their arrest was justified." 

The arrest had climaxed a dramatic man
hunt in .which more than 20 agents, in 7 
automobiles, never lost sight of the pair 
despite all their furtive and devious maneu
vers to avoid detection. Its justification lay 
in Miss Coplon's purse, which contained 

· the documentary evidence that furnished 
the basis of the Government's case. The 
prosecution- said it was typewritten sum
maries of vital documents taken from Jus.
tice Department files and charged that Miss 
Coplon was about to turn it over to the 
Russians. She ha-d other explanations. 

A Federal grand jury indicted the pai~ 
on March 10, charging the woman with fur
nishing secret information to the Russian 
and the man with espionage. She was re-

leased in $10,000 -bail. Gubitchev, whose 
claim of diplomatic immunity was rejected 
by Secretary of State Dean Acheson, re
mained in the Federal House of Detention 
for more than a week before the Russian 
Embassy furnished bail, $100,000. 

Miss Coplon was tried · twice-once in 
Washington, where she was charged wi~h 
stealing secret Government documents, and 
later in New York with codefendant Gu
bitchev for conspiring to commit espionage. 
Both trials ended in · convictions-but 
neither stuck. -

Her defense was a blanket denial. She 
insisted she was not a Communist and never 
had been, that she never betrayed secrets 
to a foreign agent, that her only interest 
in Gubitchev was a romantic one. She loved 
him deeply, she declared, and. was shocked 
to learn he was a married man with two 
children. The meeting that ended in her 
arrest, she said, was to have been a finar 
farewell. 

But there were the incriminating contentS' 
of her purse. Extracted from some 40 secret 
reports, they included references to Russian 
attempts to obtain equipment used in atomic
energy developments from the United States 
without export licenses, comments on · var
ious acquaintances and other notations· 
which, the Government claimed, . had been 
digested from FBI papers. Her explanations 
were ingenious if not persuasive. 

One slip, for example, noted: "I have been 
unable to (and don't think I will) get the 
top secret FBI report which I described to 
Michael on Soviet and Communist intelli
gence activities in the United States." 

Contemptuously denying the note had 
any espionage significance, Miss Coplon said 
i-t was a memo for a book she intended writ
ing. As planned, it would include a chapter 
on the spy hysteria that was sweeping Wash
ington, a subject she hoped to treat in a 
seriocomic vein. 

Who was Michael? 
A character in her book. 
Did she have a manuscript to prove she 

was writing a book? 
She- had started one but burned it before 

her trial. 
A second scrap in the purse referred to a 

Government colleague in these terms: ... I 
would characterize X as pro-Communist, 
albeit a bit wishy-washy idealist and politi
cally naive.'' 

The Government called it proof she was 
helping the Communists to enlist Govern
ment employees for subversive activities. 
She said it was a brief character sketch lor 
her novel. 

Although she protested her deep love for 
Gubitchev, the Government was able to cite 
romantic interludes with other men during 
the same period. Her retort was a screaming 
accusation that her prosecutors were trying 
to portray her as a harlot. 

More serious was the court's attitude 
toward the documentary evidence. Leaning 
over backward to protect the defendants, one 
judge ordered the Government to make avail
able to the defense the full text of certain 
FBI files. It did so, causing serious damage 
to FBI counterespionage sources and em
barrassing innocent persons named in un .. 
evaluated reports. 

In other cases, rather than throw open 
its files, the FBI was forced to abandon the 
use of damaging evidence against the ac
cused. At times, it seemed as though the 
Government was on trial, rather than 
Coplon-Gubitchev. On the one hand, it was 
condemned for bringing the pair into court 
at the risk of endangering the secrecy of 
FBI files. On the other, it was denounced 
when the files disclosed information on ap
parently innocent persons-even though the 
FBI itself had made no charges against 
those persons. 
· Helplessly, the Government officials point
ed out that in making investigations it 

' 
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sometimes received information that proved 
. unreliable-and which was not used. They 

also protested that to publish full reports 
would jeopardize the usefulness or even the 
safety of many anonymous informants, who 
comprised one of the greatest defenses 
against communism. 

FBI agents also were rebuked for tapping 
telephone conversations even though the in
formation thus obtained was not used at 
the trials. 

Convicted at her separate trial in Wash
ington of stealing Government secrets with 
intent to injure the United States, Miss 
Coplon was sentenced to 40 months to 10 
years in prison. Tried together in New 
York-the former lovers barely ackl\OWl
edged each other's presence in the court
room-both were sentenced to 15 years' im
prisonment. 

Gubitchev's sentence was suspended and 
he was. immediately deported to Russia. His 
return to the Soviet Union, as a bumbler 
who got caught; may have been worse ·pun
ishment than imprisonment in America. 
· Judith Coplon's case developed into ·a 

legal nightmare. In the District of Colum
bia, a Federal court of appeals ruled that 
her arrest, even without a warrant, was 
legal but that she was entitled to a new 
trial- because ·the FBI· had intercepted her. 
telephone conversations. 

In New York the appeals cou:rt-the one 
that found her guilt. is plain-decided that 
her arrest was illegal because FBI agents 
had no warra.nt when they seized her with 
the incriminating papers in her purse. 

And so, in the long rm_1, Misf! Coplon went 
free, married an attor.ney and is rearing her 
family in Brooklyn. But 'her case 'was not 
without value. It helped arouse the Ameri
can people to the danger of Communist con
spirators and now, looking back· on such 
cases as those of Alger Hiss, Harry Gold, 
David Greenglass, and the Rosenbergs; 

. they've awakened to the hideous truth that 
some Americans will betray their country. 

When the FBI was under fire in the Cop
lon case, Director J. Edgar Hoover disdained 
to answer criticism, contenting himself. with 
a prediction that came true sooner than 
he might have expected: . . 

"Time conspires to -reveal the truth and 
the . motives of those · who, in . the . final 
analysis actually are alining themselves 
with the c;riminal forces, eventually will be 
disclosed." 

Clarification of Figures on Hungarian 
Refugee Program 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

. ·noN. CLAIR ENGLE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 20, 1958 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Speaker, on March 
17, 1958, there appeared in the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD a statement by me in 
regard to the Zellerbach Commission's 
recommendations on our emergency ref
ugee programs. In that statement I 
indicated that the "United States ranks 
13th among the nations affording 
asylum" to Hungarian refugees. This 
statement requires some clarification. 
According to figures prepared by the 
Intergovernmental Committee for Eu
ropean Migration at Geneva, the United 
Sta.tes in terms of absolute numbers 
ranks first on the list of countries that 
have given asylum to Hungarian refu
gees. However, in terms of relating 

these figures to the relative populations 
of the various countries involved, the 
United States would, of course, not rank 
as high. The figures prepared by the 
Intergovernmental Committee are as 
follows: 
Intergovernmental Committee for European 

Migration, Hungarian Refugee Situation, 
Austria, Dec. 31, 1957 

1. Breakdown of departures by 
country of destination: 

(a) Overseas: 
Argentina ____ , _________ _ 
Australia _____ ----------Brazil ________ __________ _ 
Canada ________________ _ 
Chile ___ .:. ______________ _ 
Colombia ______________ _ 
Costa Rica ____ : _________ _ 
Cuba __________________ _ 

Dominican Republic ____ _ 
Ecuador _______________ _ 
Rhodesia _____ __________ _ 
Israel __________________ _ 

New Zealand--~---------Nicaragua ______________ _ 
Paraguay _____ , _____ :_ ___ _ 

TurkeY------.---.--------
Union of South Africa __ _ _ 
Uruguay _______________ _ 
Venezuela ______ :. _______ _ 
United States of America_ 

(b) Within Europe: 
Belgium ______ ---~------
Cyprus _________________ _ 
Denmark _____ _______ :_ __ _ 
France _________________ _ 
Germany _____ , _________ _ 
Iceland ________________ _ 
Ireland ________________ _ 

ItalY--------------------
Luxembourg __ ----------
Netherlands ____________ _: 
Norway ________________ _ 
Portugal _______________ _ 
Spain __________________ _ 
Sweden ________________ _ 
Switzerland ____________ _ 
United Kingdom ________ _ 

2. Residing in Austria ____ __________ _ 

906 
9,423 

977 
24,525 

258 
215 

15 
5 

581 
1 

40 
1,893 

960 
4 
7 

505 
1,309 

35 
549 

35,026 

3, 416. 
2 

1,173 
10,232 
14,270 

52 
541 

3,849 
227 

3,556 
1,159 

. 4 
19 

5,453 
11,962 
20,590 
18,993 

TotaL----------~------------ 172, 732 

Cordial Invitation to the National Gallery 
of Art, Constitution Avenue and Sixth 
Street, Washington, D. C. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JAMES G. FULTON 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 20,1958 
Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, on Mon

day, March 17, the National Gallery of 
Art celebrated its 17th birthday. Sev
enteen years ago, in 1941, the splendid 
building donated by Andrew W. Mellon, 
of Pittsburgh, was first opened. 

Since that day the gallery's growth 
has been a real prodigy, for it has be
come one of the half dozen most im
portant art museums in the world. The 
generosity of donors, includin~ the origi
nal gift of Andrew Mellon's own incom
parable collection, has created a group 
of works of art and original old masters 
that you must see, to learn what you are 
missing. 

We are all aware that Washington, as 
Capital of the United States, i~ now th~ 

major center of visitors and guests from 
the entire world. We should also · be 
aware that with our United States po
litical eminence has come increasing 
cultural importance, The center of this 
aspect of Washington is the National 
Gallery of Art. 

The successful Director, John Walker, 
the trustees, and the museum staff give 
every effort to make the gallery pleas
ant and convenient to the visitor. Ad
mission is free to everybody. The gal
lery is open daily, except on Christmas 
Day and New Year's. The hours are 10 
to 5 on weekdays, and 2 to 10 on Sun
days. There is a cafeteria in the build
ing which, like the . exhibition galleries, 
is air conditioned. 

On Sunday evening at 8 there are free 
concerts ranging from orchestras to 

· singing, to harpsichords, to instrument ' 
and choral groups. Interesting lectures 
on, the history of art and cultural sub
Jects,· as well as conducted free tours of 
the collections, are given daily by the 
educational staff. 
. A surprising new electronic develop
ment has just taken place in the gallery. 
For a quarter rental, when you visit the 
gallery, you are given your own pocket· 
radio receiver where you get a personal 
broadcast talk on each of the works of 
art you are ·seeing il.1. various rooms as 
you walk around. 

·The National Gallery of Art is na
tional in a very real sense. It is the 
intention of the founder, the current 
donors, and Congress that the best works 
of art should be available to the Ameri-· 
can people for their enjoyment and their ~ 
education. Millions of Americans and 
people from abroad have visited the gal
lery and profited from the pleasant ex
perience. Millions more· will and should 
do so. 

To the citizens of the United States, 
as well as to visitors to our friendly 
shores from abroad, the National Gal
lery of Art issues a cordial invitation. 
The gallery staff and Congress want you 
to surprise yourself on your visit for the 
first time and to return · again to see 
magnificent old friends and our excel
lent recent additions, if you have been 
through the gallery before. 

It is with real pride that we Amer
icans recognize the National Gallery as 
one of the top centers of cultural inter
est in the whole world. The National 
Gallery has been such a worthwhile ex
perience to those of us who visit it regu
larly that I heartily recommend you to 
visit the gallery soon. 

PLAN FOR YOUR VISIT 

To help you plan your visit, here are 
some facts you will want to know which 
I have obtained from my friend, John 
Walker, the Gallery Director. 

THE GALLERY IS CENTRALLY LOCATED 

The National Gallery of Art is situated 
on the Mall along Constitution Avenue, 
between Fourth and Seventh Streets, 
within minutes of the Capitol, the Wash
ington Monument, the White House, and 
most downtown hotels. 

The gallery is free. There is no ad
mission charge for entrance to any part 
of the gallery. ~ 

It is open daily. The gallery is open 
to the public every day of the year ex-
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cept Christmas · Day and Ne·w Year's. 
Day. Hours are from 10 a.m. to 5 p.m .. 
on weekdays and from 2 p. m. to .10 p. m. 
on Sundays. . . · · . . , 

There are free tours. An introductory. 
tour of the gallery starts at li a.m. and 
3 p. m., Tuesday through Saturday; at 
3 p. m. on Monday; and at 5 p. m. on 
Sunday. The tour lasts about 45 min-. 
utes. In addition, there is the tour of 
the week, which concentrates on a type 
or school of painting 'and starts at 1 p. m. 
Tuesday through Saturday, and at 3 
p. m. on Sunday. There is also a visit 
to the Painting of the Week at noon and 
at 2 p. m. Tuesday through Saturday, 
and at 2: 30 and 6: 30 on Sunday. 

There is a cafeteria, open from 11 
a.m. to 4 p.m. Monday through Satur
day arid from 4 to 7 p. m. on Sundays. 
The cafeteria serves an average of about 
1,000 visitors daily. Prices are moder
ate. 

The gallery is air-conditioned. Both 
to preserve the paintings ar1d to make 
your visit comfortable, the temperature, 
and humidity of the gallery are care
fully controlled throughout the year. 

There are other facilities. The gallery 
is designed and administered to offer 
every possible facility for the comfort 
and enjoyment of its visitors. You will 
find: ·. · · 

A free checking room for hats, coats, 
parcels, umbrellas, and so forth. · 

A public lounge off th~ rotunda fur-:
nished with writing desks and reading 
tables, chairs, sofas. You may. smoke 
here and also in a smoking room on the 
ground floor. 

An emergency room under the super
vision of a registered nurse in the event 
of sudden illness. · 

Easels are provided without charge for 
artists who wish to copy paintings in 
the gallery's collection. 

Wheel chairs and baby strollers are 
available at no charge to those who wish 
to use them. 

Public telephones a1 e installed in two 
locations. 

Elevators operate between the two 
floors of the gallery. 

Sofas are placed-in most of the exhibi
tion galleries on the main floor. 

Other services available to the visitors 
include: 

Free concerts by the National Gallery 
Symphony Orchestra, by chamber music 
groups and other artists are performed
except during · summer months-each 
Sunday evening at 8 o'clock in the East 
Garden Court. 

A weekly .lecture on some aspect of 
art is given-except during the summer 
months-every Sunday in the lecture 
hall at 4 p.m. There is no charge. 

Group tours and lectures can be ar
ranged, free of charge, .for groups of 15 
or more by applying 1 week in advance 
to the education office. 

Inexpensive reproductions of many of 
the gallery's famous paintings, sculp
tures, and drawings may be purchased, 
framed or unframed, at prices ranging 
from 25 cents to $50; color slides are 35 
cents each; postcard reproductions, in 
color are 5 cents, and in black and white 
are 3 for 5 cents. You may take your 
own snapshots, with or without flash-

bulb, and. permission can be arranged, 
ex-cept on Sundays ·and holidays, for the 
use of a tripod. . . · . . 

Two information offices are located in 
the gallery to answer questions and ori'er 
guidance to visitors. · · 

A booklet with a floor plan and a guide 
to the galleries is available without 
charge at the door. 

A FEW TIPS FROM THE CHIEF CURATOR ON 
SEEING WHAT YOU WANT TO .SEE. 

There are many tastes in art, as there 
should be. Perhaps you already know 
just what you want most to see. But if 
you are not sure, one way to begin is to 
take the introductory tour which has 
been planned to give visitors the high
lights of the gallery's masterpieces. 

Another way is to select a school and 
a period of art-say American or 15th 
century Italian-and confine your visit 
to that. Perhaps the tour of the week 
will be devoted to an aspect or period of 
art that particularly interests you. 
· Or, another way is to select an artist 

or a few artist.s and stick with them: 
Donatello, Filippo Lippi, Botticelli, 
Raphael; Titian, Tintoretto, El Greco; 
Van Eyck, Memling, DUrer, Halbein, 
Bosch, Bruegel, Rubens; Vermeer, Hals, 
Rembrandt; Velazquez, Watteau, Goya; 
Reynolds, Gainsborough, Stuart, Savage, 
Whistler, Sargent, Ryder; Modigliani, 
Degas, Renoir, Manet, Gauguin, Ce
zanne; all these and 'other famous names 
in the history of art are well represented 
in the National Gallery. 

A . FEW TIPS FROM THE ADMINISTRATOR ON 
VISITING AN ART GALLERY 

When you come to the National Gal
lery of Art, please do not try to see 
everything in one visit. 

It is a natural thing ·to try to do, es
pecially if you are in Washington for 
only a short time, but the invariable re
sult is what we call gallery fatigue. 

Gallery fatigue means more than tired 
feet. It means visual and mental fatigue, 
too. If you try to see too much at one 
time, the eye simply cannot take it all 
in; and the result is a confused blur of 
hazy images instead of the clear memory 
of a relatively few objects. Careful 
studies have shown that the average 
viewer reaches a stage of gallery fatigue 
in about an hour. 

So the best plan is to go straight to 
those things that you especially want to 
see, spend a bit more rather than a bit 
less time with them, stop before your 
eye and mind get crammed, and then 
come back for another visit as soon as 
possible. --------

Dislocation in Oil Industry 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDWIN E. WILLIS 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF! REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 20, 1958 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been very tnuch concerned about the 
present dislocation-temporary, I hope
in ·the oil and gas industry generally and 
in Louisiana and my Congressional Dis-

trict in particular. In-a speech I made 
before the American Petroleum Institute
in Morgan City, La., recently I pointed 
out that the three problems responsible 
for this situation are: First, the tide
lands controversy; second, the effect of 
foreign crude-oil imports; and, third, the 
delay in the passage of the bill popularly 
referred to as the Oren-Harris natural
gas bill; and I explained at some length 
the solutions I have been advocating. 

In connection with foreign crude-oil 
imports Senators ELLENDER and LONG 
and I have been in correspondence with 
responsible Government heads since the 
beginning of this year trying to find out 
about the specific policy and effective
ness of the President's voluntary im· 
port-control plan. I stated in Morgan 
City and now repeat that so far as I am 
personally convinced if it be shown that 
the President's plan is not working, thi:m 
I would advocate instituting a manda
tory program compelling the reduction 
of foreign crude-oil imports below the 
so-called voluntary plan, if necessary,, 
and as authorized by law. 

Since that time Senators ELLENDER 
and LONG and I received a joint letter 
from Mr. Sinclair Weeks, Secretary of 
Commerce, from which I quote as fol
lows: 

It is hoped that at a meeting of the Cabi
net Committee on Crude Oil Imports in the 
immediate future, we will be able to take 
action and suggest further modifications and 
procedures which will secure compliance and 
recognize lowered demand at the present 
time. 

The matter is having our earnest atten
tion on a continuing basis. 

This news is very encouraging as far 
as it goes and I hope that the Govern
ment will now follow through with 
action. 

Since I have been receiving consider
able mail indicating the vital interest 
and concern of responsible people in my 
District on this subject, I insert with 
these brief remarks a copy of my ad
dress before the American Petroleum 
Institute in M'Organ City outlining the 
basic problems and suggested solutions: 

There are three problems which, in my 
opinion, are responsible for the present dis
location (temporary, I . hope) in the oil and 
gas industry generally and in Louisiana and 
our area in particular. They are, first, the 
tidelands controversy, second, the effect of 
foreign crude oil imports, and third, the 
delay i:r;>. the passage of the blll popularly 
referred to as the Oren Harris natural-gas 
blll. Two of these problems are the direct 
result of Supreme Court decisions and one 
is the result of the hesitancy of the Presi
dent thus far to exercise · the full authority 
granted to him by a provision of the Recip
rocal Trade Agreements Act. I want to dis
cuss these three problems with you this 
evening and then I want to point · out the 
solutions which I have been advocating. 

THE TIDELANDS CONTROVERSY 

After a long legislative battle we succeeded 
In passing· the Tidelands Act, which over
ruled the famous or infamous Supreme 
Court decision and restored the .title of 
Louisiana to the tidelands up to the limit of 
our historic boundary in the Gulf. The sig
nature of the President to the act was hardly 
dry before the Justice Dep~tment,tlled an-:' 
other suit against the State of Louisiana, 
the purpose of which is to restrict our his
toric boundary, as defined in the Tidelands 
Act. 



4966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE March 20 

Since one of my Congressional committees 
has jurisdiction over this entire subject 
matter, I have followed both the tidelands 
legislation and the current litigation over it 
for a very long time. The single issue before' 
the Supreme Court in the current lawsuit 
is whether the historic boundary of Louisi
ana extends out 3 miles or 10¥2 miles 
from our coastline. We contend that ac
cording to all our historical documents, 
including the provision of the act of Con
gress admitting Louisiana as a State into the 
Union in 1812, and pursuant to our undis
turbed dominion and possession, our bound
ary stretches out into the gulf a distance of 
10¥2 miles from our coastline; while the 
Federal Government has a mulish determi
nation to restrict our boundary to 3 
miles. But there is another equally as if 
not more important phase of the general 
problem which is not involved in the current· 
litigation,- and that is from what point the 
3 miles or the 10¥2 miles, as the case may 
be, should be measured off. The Federal 
Government is at least tentatively tak!ng 
the positiop. -that the coastline should follow 
the contour of the Chapman Line, so-called 
because it was drawn during the administra
tion of Oscar Chapman, former Secretary 
of the Interior. I have consistently taken 
the position that the Chapman Line does 
violence both to history and the intent of 
Congress as expressed in the Tidelands Act. 
Thus the Chapman Line follows closely to 
the shore contour of our State while the act 
of Congress .states that the historic bound
ary, whether 3 or 10¥2 miles, should start 
with and be measured from our coastline 
and then goes on to say that this coastline 
should be the point where the inland waters 
come in contact with the open sea. And 
this difference in concept involves in many 
if not most cases more areas than the 
difference between 3 and 10¥2 miles. 

THE NATURAL GAS ACT 

The third serious problem confronting tht: 
industry today was created by another 
strange decision of the Supreme Court in 
the Phillips Petroleum Co. case in 1954. 

The Natural Gas Act was passed by Con
gress almost 20 years ago. In writing the 
law, Congress said that the act would apply 
to the transportation and to the sale in in
terstate commerce of natural gas for resale 
and for ultimate public consumption. And 
it also said that the act "shall not apply to 
the production or gathering of natural gas." 
There is nothing in the history of the legis
lation which even indicated it was intended 
that the producers of natural gas were "nat
ural gas companies." On the contrary, the 
Federal Power Commission consistently held 
that the Congress did not intend to subject 
the producers of natural gas to regulation. 
But, despite provisions of the act and its ap- . 
plication and administration for almost 20 
years, the Supreme Court held in the Phil· 
lips case that the price of gas must be regu
lated at the wellhead. 

We did succeed in passing corrective legis
lation last year, but for reasons which I per
sonally thought were completely unwar
ranted and certainly not germane to the 
issue, the President saw fit to veto the bill. 
In my opinion, there is no more reason to 
regulate the price of gas at wellhead than 
there is to regulate the price of coal or other 
minerals at the source of production. 

SOLUTIONS 

As chairman of a special subcommittee 
which was created last year to study far
reaching questions raised by recent Supreme 
Court decisions and as, chairman oi; a special 
tidelands subcommittee, also created last 
year, I have been devoting a great deal of 
time and effort to these problems. I have 
been advocating · the following solut!ons: 

THE CRUDE OIL IMPORTS I . 

, It is easy to understand why the domestic .. I awai~ with inter.est . the day when the 
oil industry and especially the very numer- Supreme Court will hand down its decision 
ous independent operators in Louisiana are in the tidelands case. I have no idea what 
at a competitive disadvantage, ~n the first the decision will be but if it does violence to 
place, the wag~ scale· in the United S,tates is the T~delands Act which we passed in 1953, 
generally higher than in foreign countries. 'then 'it might well be approp,ria:te for Congres
Drilling must now be carried on to such un~ sional action both on the question of the 
usual depths in our area that another factor ext~nt of our historic boundary and the es
of increased, cost is ~dded. The allowabl~ tablishment of our coastline from which that 
production per well is much greater abroad boundary must, be measured. One possible 
than domestically, and . in . many . cases for- course would be to estab~ish a commiss.ion, 
eign producers do not llave to pay income composed of experts, let us say an engineer, 
taxes on foreign production. It is no wonder a geologist, and a geographer, to establish our 
then that foreign crude oil imports jumped coastline, from and beyond .which our his
from about . 600,000 barrels in 1954 to 1,- toric boundary would be measured. It would 
700,000 barrels per day in the summer of 11ist be premature at this time, however, to try 
year. Since our national . consumption of t .o spell out in d~tail what if any additional 
crude oil is about 8 million barrels per day; legislation might. be .nec:essary, and we must 
this means that over one-fifth of our con- bide our time until the Supreme Court acts, 
sumption has. been coming · from abroad. · which should ·be before midsummer. 

In order to meet a situation of this kind, n 
section 7 of the Trade Agreements Act of Senators ELLENDER and LoNG and I have 
1955 authorizes the President to limit im-: been in correspondence with Mr. M. v. Car
ports on any commodity, including oil, when son, Jr., the administrator of the voluntary 
the volume is such as to threaten ·to impair oil import program, instituted by the Prest:. 
the national security. Pursuant to the dent on JU:ly'·29, 1957, and with Mr. Fred A. 
authority of this act of Congress, on April Seaton, Secretary of the Department of the 
23, 1957, Mr: Gordon Gray, 'the' Director of Interior, for the past 2 months trying to find 
the omce of · Defense Mobilization; sEmt a out .about the specific pqlicy and effectiveness · 
memorandum to the ·President in which he of the President's announced program. So 
stated: "I have reasori · to believe that crude _ fa~ as I am personally concerned, if lt be 
oil is being imported into the United states shown that the program is. not working, then 
in such quantities as .to thr~aten to impair I would advocate making the program roan
the . national security." Later on the Presi- datory ·and reducing the imports below the 

d t
• s 1 

1 
C itt t I t so-called voluntary program, i! necessary. 

en s _ pee a omm ee o nves lgate · 
Crud~ Oil Imports made a similar ~nding. ni 
In fact, the cabinet committee said that. t The Supreme Court decision in the Phillips 
unless oil imports were curbed the Nation Petroleum case must be· corrected. This can 
would find .itself far behind an adequate level be accomplished by an amendment . to the 

Natural Gas Act reaffirming in unmistakable 
of production in the event of an emergency. language the intent of ·congress in the ·first 
Finally, on July 29, 1957, the President re- place not to regulate _the pt1ce : ot gas ·ab · 
quested· all importing companies to· cut back the wellhead or as it comes out of the 
on their crude ·on iinp6rts; ·but · on a· volU:n-.. ground . . Tlie bill of congressman OREN HAa
tary basis. RIS, o! Arkansas, chairman of the House Com-

mittee-on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
proceeds along this general line, and I am 
supporting it without hesitation. 

Unfortunately, the two Supreme Court de
cisions I have discussed are not isolated in
stances of judicial encroachment on and 
usurpation of powers properly belonging to 
the States. On the contr~ry, as . chairman 
of the special subcommittee created to study 
those decisions, I must say to you that the 
two I have mentioned merely illustrate the 
trend of recent pronouncements of the high
est court of our land concentrating more and 
more power in the Federal Government at 
the expense of the States and the people. 

There is a great deal of confusion in our 
country at this time. We are bordering on 
hysteria because of the repercussions of the 
launching of the earth satellites, both the 
Russians and our own. The flight of these 
satellites is carrying the ~merican mind 
into fields of fancy and fantasy. The mind 
of the American people is geared -to all sorts 
of scientific crash programs, intercontinental 
ballistic missiles, and .other space .gE\dge.ts: 
We read about figures running into the pil
lions of dollars to finance · these new pro
~ra.ms. Arguments are advanced to change 
our .entire educational system, with all the 
emphasis on scientific research. In the 
midst of a~l of this furor, I cannot help but 
feel that the minds of our. people are being 
weaned away from the pressing problem of 
the constant erosion of our individual lib
erties and the reduction of the doctrine of 
States rights into mere shambles. Some peo
ple talk with more reverence about the 
United Nations Charter, the NATO agree
ment, and the Baghdad Pact than they do 
about our own Constitution. 

These people forget that our very Consti
tution itself faced rejection if the Bill of 
Rights had not been incorporated into it. 
They forget that under the :am of Rights, 
which s9m~ of us st!ll respect, the Federal , 

., (]overnmen,t .is -one of delegated powers and 
that all the .rights ap.d powers not specifi
cally gtven to ·our Federal Government are 
res_erved to the States and· the people. As a 
consequence, we are drifting ·farther and 
tart}ler .away fr~~ the moori~gs of our Con
stitution and a strange doctrine of Federal 
supremacy, which is the exact reverse of the 
intent of our Qonstitutiq.n, has been built up. 
Our American· economy ·and· our social life· 
are being subjected to daily regulation froni 
Washington. The rights of 'the States and 
the people are being. constantly diminished: 
Yes; our once vaunted Constitution of rights 
has ' been replaced by a constitution of 
powers. 

This doctrine of Federal ·supremacy was 
sponsored .and ,nurt':lred by ambitious men 
and bureaucrats in the past, but more re
cently the program has beE!n adv~nced by 
judicial decrees. Some of these decisions 
are striking close to home in every section of 
the country, as ·witness· the· two I J:iave 
referred to which affect · your industry so 
vitally. . ' 
· Yqu can see, then, that ·tht; coi'nbined, stlg.;. 
gested solutions I have advocated would not 
pe easy to ac~o~plish at any t ,ime anq s9p:1e 
people ru:e now trying to make the task even 
more' dimcult. I think this is most unfor
tunate because the development o'f this nat
ural · resource is imd can · be so vital to ~ur 
~ational defense, which we are spending 
close to $40 ,billion per year to protect. And 
in our . own area unless we come to grips 
with the tidelands controversy, the crude 
oil imports, and the Natural Gas Act amend: 
inents, ft will mean more and more idle 
drilling rigs, more idle boats and barges. 
dredges, and other equipment and more idle 
oil well and offshore workers and other 
b~~!\4~i~ne~s~ ' But, above li\11 el!ie, I advo
cate the measures which I have described 
because I 'know .they are right and no 
amount of loose talk and demagogy about oil 
being involved will deter me. 

,· 

·. 
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Schizophrenia Research a National 

Necessity 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALBERT P. MORANO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 20, 1958 
Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, in the 

past few _decades the world has been 
amazed and heartened by the advance
ments made by medical ·science in the 
techniques and formulas for curing, ar:.. 
resting, and preventing many terrible 
diseases hitherto believed incurable. 

We have seen great progress made in 
the treatment and the prevention of 
tuberculosis. The death rate from this 
disease has declined. steadily throughout 
the years due, to extensive research. 
Many other diseases, including polio, 
have been conquered to a great extent. 
Great strides have been made by re
searchers and scientists in their valiant 
battle against cancer. 
-It is proper now that we turn our at

tention to another disease-one of the 
world's most prevalent-and one which 
has received little attention. 
- Schizophrenia is the disease; a mental 

affliction which is one of the costliest, 
one of the most widespread, yet one of 
the most neglected diseases of all pres
ently known to man. 
_Mr. Speaker, a move has risen now ·to 

control and conquer this terr-ible mental 
disease: I am proud that the proponents 

· · • of this movement are residents of my 
District. 

Recently, Dr. Stanley Dean, noted psy
ch!atrist~ of Stamford, Conn., and Mrs. 
Helen G. Rockefeller, · of -Greenwicn, 
Conn., appeared before the Subcommit
tee on Health, Education, and Welfare of 
the House Appropriations Committee. 
··Their eloquent pleas were sympatheti

c-ally received by the distinguished com
mittee which was impressed with their 
thorough knowledge of the subject. 
. During this hearing I expressed the 

hope that the committee would see fit 
to earmark funds for schizophrenia re
search. 

I was deeply gratified this week to hear 
that the committee fulfilled this hope. I 
quote from the committee. report: 

The committee will expe{!t that approxi
' ' I - mately $1,300,000-0f the increase prO-Vided'Will 

be spent in increasing research' on schizo-
. phrenia above the level contemplated in the 

budget. The committee lends full support 
to . all approaches to this problem :that are 
saj:lCtioned by competent scientific advice, for 
this disease is one of the most terriQle afflic
tions of man arid one · of the most costly to 
society. 

' ' Statements before the subcommittee 
are as follows: . . .. . . . 

RESEARCH ON SCHIZOPHRENIA 
(Witnesses: Hon. ALBERT P. MORANO, a R~pre

- ' sentative in Congress !_rom the State of 
Connecticut; Mrs. Hele_n Gratz Rockefeller; 
Stanley· R. Dean, M.D.) 

_ . Mr. FoGARTY. Mr; MoRANq, we are glad_ to 
have you ~ith us. Y9u :tnay .P~oceed ~p. .any 
way you wish. · -- · 

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN MORANO 
Mr. MoRANo. I am very grateful to you and 

the members of the Subcommittee on Appro
priations for Health, Education, .and Welfare 
in. granting me this opportunity to present 
an issue to you which I think is of over
whelming importance to the people of this 
country. _ 

The issue involves mental health. Specifi
cally it involves schizophrenia. It was 
shocking to me to learn at a meeting I at
tended recently in New York, which was 
called by Mrs. Rockefeller, that schizophre
nia is one of the most prevalent of _ all the 
major diseases of the United States and of 
the world. It was shocking for me also to 
learn that schizophrenia is one of the costli
est of all major diseases. It came as a ter
rible shock to me, also, to learn that 
schizophrenia is the most neglected of all 
the major diseases. 

- I know this committee, and rightly so, 
has 'done all it possibly can to _aid in prob
lems of mental health, but because I believe 
that schizophrenia has been neglected and 
not much specific attention has been given 
to this problem, I have requested of the com
mittee, and you have very graciously granted 
me, the opportunity to present to you two 
people: 

First, we have Mrs. Helen Rockefeller, who 
also is vitally interested in this problem and 
at the present time is engaged in trying to 
establish a foundation in this country to at
tack this problem. 

I am going to present Mrs. Rockefeller to 
the committee and she in turn will present 
Dr. Dean, who has made a very, very diligent, 
vigorous, and concentrated study of this 
problem. 
STATEMENT OF MRS. HELEN GRATZ ROCKEFELLER 

Mrs. RocKEFELLER. Thank you very much, 
Mr. MoRANO. It is a great honor for me to 
be able to come down here because being 
closely associated with any Government 
agency is something very new to me. I feel 
that the public is very aware of the great 
interest you are taking in the problem of 
mental health and it J.s inspiring to live in a 
country where private citizens can come and 
discuss subjects of · this kind with public 

' agench~s-. and·· I certainly feel we ·will all t 
profit by it. 

·To put it very briefly, I, my husband _and 
several others, are engaged now in trying to 
start a national foundation for research in 
schizophrenia. We have made a good begin
ning; but we have a long way to -go:,. 

The real leader of this in spirit, informa
tion, and knowledge is Dr. Stanley Dean, of 
Stamford; Conn., and I will present him to 
the committee. He will tell you more about 
our hopes. 

STATEMENT OF DR. STANLEY R. DEAN 
Dr. DEAN. Mr. Chairman and members of 

the committee, I would like, also, to ex
press my appreciation for the privilege of 
appearing here today, and !'wish to thank·you 
for -the tremendous impetus that you have 
iPlparted to psychiatry by your enlightened 
attitude and appropriations, especially to the 
National Institute for Mental Healtll. 

The people throughout the country, too, 
I think are becoming more and more in
terested in this problem. 

-- In our group of public-spirited citizens, -
as Mrs. Rockefeller has indicated, we have 
banded together to create a public fund for 
specific research in schizophrenia as dis
tinguished fro~ mental health as a whole. 

With your permission I would like now to 
r_ead :excerpts fro~ a prepared stateJ:pent en
titled . "Schizopprenia: _ Ment~l Crippler . of 
Youth." [Reading:) 
, Tlie term "mental illnesr:;" is a relatiyely 

disarming l~bel which conceals some of the 
·most vicious wreckers of human life. As 
-was'' 'the ,case_. with physical lllness before 
the turn of the_ cen:t;ury,_ these great scourges 
~re seldo~ ~esignat~d by name . ou_tside 9f 

scientific circles, because they are too harsh 
for the ear and too embarrassing for the 
mind. N~mes like cancer, tuberculosis, ve
nereal disease were not mentioned in polite 
society; ins_tead, those afflicted were said to 
be suffering from lingering illness, wasting 
sickness, or social disease. 

· This conspiracy of silence has been lifted 
within OlJr own lifetime by the creation of 
the great research funds-cancer, heart, 
tuberculosis, polio-that dared to name the 
culprits and to arouse public awareness and 
s~Upport in the effort to stamp them out. 

It .was inevitable that the curtain-be raised 
upon mental illness as well, and,- on De
cember 12, 1957, a ~eeting was held in New 
York City to launch a specific fund for re~ 
search in schizophrenia, one of the most im
portant types of mental illness, a crouching 
giant that has until now been all but hidden 
from public view. Sponsored by Mr. and 
Mrs. Godfrey S. Rockefeller and a small group 
of' dedicated psychiatrists, and attended by 
prominent leaders of society, finance, and the 
clergy, the groundwork was laid for the 
creation of a foundation to be known as 
Research in Schizophrenia Endowment 
(RISE) whose purpose will be to expose 
schizophrenia as one of the major health 
menaces of our time, and to obtain .and dis
tribute funds for intensive research into its 
causes and cure. Thus it is hoped that the 
farsightedness of Chairman FOGARTY's com
mittee on a Federal level will be matched 
by public participation as well, the chief 
difference being that we are emphasizing 
schizophrenia in particular rather than 
mental illness as a whole. 

Schizophrenia (pronounced · skits-a-free
nee-a) is a si~ister, formidable name for an 
even more sinister and · formidable disease. 
Its Greek prefix, ~eaning "split" or "bro
ken," is a rem:ote ancestor to our word, "scis
sors," and _ the suffix, meaning ·"mind;" may 
be rec9gnized in the :word "frenzy." so 
schizophrenia literally means a "split mind,-" _ 
not in the sense of split personality or dual 
personality, as some think, but rather 'in the · 
sense -of a split-up mind, a shattered and 
disintegrated personality. 

ScP,izophrenia, its . name and meaning, · 
should }?e familiar to everyone, 'for, in addi- · 
tion to being the No.1 health menace 6f our 
time, it corresponds, more than any other 
mental illness, to the popular concept of in
sanity. Queer postures, bizarre actions, 
weird thoughts, hallucinations, delusions, 
senseless screams and laughter-schizophre
nia exhibits all these and more. 

Until recently a more widely used syno
nym, though by no means easier to pro
nounce or remember, was dementia .. praecox. 
Derived froni the same root as the word 
"precocious," it means "early (or. youthful) 
insanity," anc:J, is, in a sense, a more descrip
tive term, for it is basically a psychosis of 
youth. In fact, that is one of its most tragic 
characteristics, for, unlike other major 
health hazards, such as cancer or heart dis
ease, which. attack their victims after the 
prime of life and oft~n result in merciful 
death, schizophrenia seeks its prey among _ 
young men and women on the threshold of 
maturity, and may condemn th~m. like crim
inals, to _lifelong incarceration behind the 
locked doors ap.d ~arred windows of ~ mehtal 
institution.. Yet these_ prisoners are- guilty 
of no ~rime but our ignorance. , · 
· Polio, toq, &trikes early, but in crippling 

t _he body, it, at least, spares the mind. 
Schizophrenia, ironically, is a disease qf the 
able bodied, yeti~ devastation is even more 
complete, for in crippling the mind it ren· 
ders the body · helpless as well. · 

The condition begins, as · a rule, between 
the ages of ·18 and 35, though it may attack 
at almost any age. · 'Sometimes the onset is 
so insidious that the individual may be able 
to conceal his distorted thoughts for a long 
time. Thus, the mad bomber who recently 
terrorized New York City went quietly about 
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his work of destruction for years . without 
arousing suspicion of the homicidal venge
fulness fermenting in his mind. And two of 
our Presidents, Garfield and McKinley, were 
assassinated by schizophrenics. 

The average case is, however, fairly char
acteristic. A teen-ager, often bright and a 
model child, undergoes a personality change, 
becoming gradually more and more listless, 
eccentric, and seclusive. He appears slightly 
unkempt, preoccupied, and suspicious, stays 
more and more in his room, avoids friends, 
regards himself as unpopular and disliked. 
Sometimes he imagines he smells funny or 
looks peculiar. He may complain that things 
seem unreal, that people look at him in a 
sneering way, and are out to get him. 

From time to time he complains of pe
culiar physical symptoms; his bowels are 
turning inside out, his semen is backing up 
into his blood, one side of his body feels dif
ferent than the other, he is turning into a 
woman, his body is charged with electricity 
from the bedsprings-the list could be ex
tended indefinitely. 

Most ominous of all, delusions and hal
lucinations assail his mind-incontroverti
ble, unyielding to logic or proof, usually per
secutory, gandiose, or mystically religious 
in nature. He believes he is a reincarnation 
of Napoleon; God has selected him to be 
the second Messiah; newspapers, radio, and 
television contain secret references to him; 
the chirping of birds, knots on packages, ar
rangement of the stars-all convey surrepti
tious messages. He becomes convinced that 
he "is being followed, spied upon, plotted 
against; automobiles encircle his house and 
shine their headlights into his windows; his 
mind is controlled by radar or supersonic 
waves; his food is poisoned; someone is 
squirting ether into his room through the 
radiator valves. Insistent voices are heard, 
sometimes soft and insinuating like the voice 
of an angel, sometimes insulting and clang
ing-like blows on an anvil. 

The beleaguered mind of the patient may 
react to such turmoil in a variety of ways; 
with furtive smiles and glances; with secret 
words and gestures; with terrified screams 
or defiant laughter; · with homicidal rage or 
cunning; with mute trancelike withdrawal; 
or with shufiling, zombielike automation. In 
its worst · stages, all contact with the world 
seems to have been abandoned. Hunched up 
like a ·fetus, oblivious to external stimuli, 
soiling and wetting, letting saliva drool out 
of his mouth, the patient appears to have 
reverted to the remote, monastic isolation of 
the womb. 

But, appalling as the symptoms may be, 
they tell only a fraction of the story. What 
about schizophrenia in terms of prevalence, 
duration, effect upon our economy? Here 
the facts are so shocking as to challenge the 
imagination. 

Schizophrenia Is one of the most preva
lent of all major diseases. More than half 
the · total number of hospital beds in this 
country are occupied by the 750,000 patients 
in our mental hospitals-a number greater 
than that for polio, cancer, heart disease, 
tuberculosis, and all other diseases com
bined. Of the 250,000 new mental cases 
each year, 24 percent or 60,000 are schizo
phrenics. But because of their relative 
youth and because of the chronicity of the 
disorder coupled with a relatively low death 
rate, these patients tend to accumulate 
from year to year, eventually making up 
the bulk (about 60 percent) of the patient 
population. As a result, about 400,000 
schizophrenics are to be found in our mental 
hospitals at any one time. This means that 
1· out of every 4' hospital beds in this coun
try 1s occupied by a schizophrenic-a fright
ful record that no other sickness· can match. 
But that isn't all. There are untold num
bers of borderline cases living out their lives 
in a twilight zone, not quite sick enough to 
be in an asylum, not quite well enough to 

live in society, a poignant heartache to their 
families because they seem within reach, 
but cannot be reached. 

Schizophrenia is one of the costliest of all 
major diseases. The 400,000 hospitalized 
patients, about half of whom are wage 
earners, represent a loss of $1 billion a year 
in potential earning power; a loss of $200 
million a year in Federal taxes; a loss of 
$350 million a year to our taxpayers for 
custodial care and treatment, together with 
another $1,500,000 yearly for building and 
maintenance. If we include our nonhos
pitalized cases, the total loss to our na
tional economy is, therefore, about $2 bil
lion yearly. Think of the enormous divi
dends that a small fraction of that amount 
invested in research would eventually yield. 

Schizophrenia is the most neglected of all 
major diseases. In March 1954, a Congres
sional committee, headed by Representative 
CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, of New Jersey, de
clared, "There is probably no more serious 
problem in the health field today than that 
of mental illness." 

If that is true of mental illness at large, 
it must, by extension, be even more true of 
schizophrenia, the most important mental 
illness of all. In effect it implies that 
schizophrenia is the No. 1 health problem 
of our time. 

In 1955 a Joint Commission on Mental 
Illness and Health was established under 
Qongressional mandate. In 1956 and 1957 
several million dollars had been allotted by 
Congress for research in mental health, a tre
mendous incentive to research and to 
p&ychiatry in general, but as yet no specific 
funds have been earmarked for schizophrenia, 
greatest trouble spot of all. Here is a vast 
frontier of society and medicine that has 
scarcely been explored. Less money has been 
spent on research in schizophrenia than on 
any other major disease of our time. Until 
recently less than $100,000 a year was ·avall
able for research purposes, and most of that 
was donated by the Masonic Scottish Rite, a 
stalwart pioneer in that field. At present, 
wtth the added help of the National Institute 
of Mental Health through the United States 
Public Health Service, about $1 mUlion a. 
year is being spent on schizophrenia. Con
trast that relatively minuscule e:um with the 
whopping $30 mlllion fund for heart disease, 
$45 million for cancer, $50. million for polio. 
(To say nothing of the $300 million a year 
that the American public spends for chewing 
gum or the $9 million for dog and pet 
medicine.) 

Undoubtedly schizophrenia is one of the 
most tragic diseases of mankind, not only in 
cost and human misery, but also in our 
relative .ignorance of its cause or cure. In an 
article on schizophrenia by R. M. Yoder in the 
Saturday Evening Post. October 22, 1955, Dr. 
George E. Stevenson, medical director of the 
National Association for Mental Health, -is 
quoted as saying: 

"No mountain towers over other mountains 
as schizophrenia towers over the better
lmown ailments • • •. Its peculiar ability 
is to wreck the lives of the ablebodied • • • 
It likes its victims young, and often robs 
them of 20 or 30 years which would have been 
their m0st productive. More than one-third 
of the echizophrenics in State hospitals have 
been there 15 years or longer. Many spend 
their whole adult lives there." 

Why, then, has so little been done about 
schizophrenia, and why is it so unknown to 
the average person that not 1 in 50 would 
even recognize the name? The explanation 
is not hard to find. The archaic stigma, born 
of ignorance and fear, that has always been 
attached to insanity, still overshadows our 
thinking, still makes schizophrenia taboo and 
off limits to society at large. The ' locked 
doors that have shut our schizophrenic-s 
within hospital walls have, it seems, suc
ceeded in shutting them out of our minds 
as well. As a result a blind spot has de
veloped in our national vision unparalleled 

in the history of modern· medicine. Even 
gathering statistics for this report was a 
baffling experience. It was almost impossible 
to obtain accurate information anywhere re
garding expenditures for research in schizo
phrenia.~ for th-e simple reason that until now 
no one apparently has bothered to tabulate 
such information. Thus, a letter from the 
National Institutes of Health of the United 
States Public Health Service, stated, in part, 
"I wish we could answer the question you 
raise in your letter about expenditures of 
money for research in schizophrenia alone. 
I know, however, of no source which could 
provide anything like an accurate answer." 

But it has always been characteristic of the 
American people to combine forces in an 
all-out attack when squarely confronted by 
a common disaster. It is that spirit which 
already has helped bring so many . diseases 
to bay, and which wm result in ·eventual tri
umph over all of mankind's major ills, even 
such one-time "unmentionables" as vene
real disease, tuberculosis, cancer, and .now 
schizophrenia. 

First, however, schizophrenia must be 
recognized as a separate entity. Previously, 
public support has been directed toward the 
all-inclusive field of mental health. But 
psychiatry_ has long outgrown such swad-

. dling clothes, and the euphonious label 
"mental health," now seems too diffuse to~ 
ambiguous, too inadequate to cover its ~on
stituent parts. That is especially true of 
one of its largest segments, schizophrenia 
which many authorities believe may pro~ 
vide the key to all mental disease. It is, 
therefore, deserving of ·much closer public 
and even professional scrutiny than it has 
ever before received. . 

An analogy to illustrate that point may be 
found in the field of public health. It would 
be unrealistic today to expect the public to 
give . blanket support to the huge program 
encompassed within the entire . purview of 
public health. That is why separate foun
dations and funds have been established for 
some of its paramount hazards, such as 
heart disease, cancer, polio, and so forth. 
Only by such specific appeals to public con
science and public security can maximum 
interest and support be aroused . . 

The -basic -psyc?ological reason is obvious. 
It is easier for an individual to identify him
self with a particular disease-such as heart 
disease, cancer, schizophrenia-that has been 
publicly emphasized, that he has observed 
in others, and fears in himself, than to ideh
tify with such generalizations as public 
health or mental health. . 

Hence, the urgent need for the creation 
of a separate foundation for research in 
s~hizophrenia, sponsored by a parent organ
ization and open to public participation in 
much the same way as the cancer fund, 
heart fund, etc. _ . , 
· To achieve tJ;lat goal, schizophrenia must 

first be extricated from the relative anonym
ity of mental illness, and given autono
mous status and emphasis in the public 
mind. Information can then be more wide
ly disseminated, public support more direct
ly solicited, and research ·facilities expanded. 

A first step has already been taken in that 
direction with the formation of research in 
schizophrenia endowment that has been en
dorsed by leaders in all fields and that will 
soon be open to public participation. RISE 
is in no way intended to supplant existing 
facilities, but merely to broaden the scope 
of national and worldwide interest and· 
support. 

What results can be expected? There is 
every reason to believe that successful pre
vention and treatment will eventually . be 
discovered for the great wrecker, schizophre
nia. Already, within our lifetime, this once 
near-hopeless disease has yielded ground be
fore the onslaught of shock treatment and 
the tranquilizing drugs. - Before World War I 
less than 20 percent of all schizophrenics 

I 
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who.were admitted to mental hospital~ could •.•Dr. FELIX. The-National Institute of Men-

. be expected to come out alive: - Today, de• tal Health this year is spending a -total of 
spite the meager facilities available, 60 per- $8.6 million on schizophrenia, in the field of 
cent will return from the living dead. New research alone. I do not have a breakout 
hope anq inspiration pervade the psychiatric as to how much of our consultation to 
atmosp~ere. There is · a feeling everywhere States, et cetera, goes into this area, but I 

· that ·the time is ripe for · th:e- knockout would think, considering what we do in that 
punch. . With -the creation of a national field, that we · could certainly add another 
foundation such as RISE to augment our re- $100,000 to this." 
search program, there is every reason to be- Dr. DEAN. I have been in very close and 
lieve ·that schizophrenia, the No. 1 health · continuous contact with the National Insti
menace of our time, may one day be brought tute for Mental Health and National Asso
under. control. elation for Mental Health and various other 

Mr. FOGARTY. Doctor, I think this is a mental health agencies and I have a letter 
splendid attempt on your part to do some- from Mr. Halper of the United States Public 
thing for these people. I think you should Health Service saying that no figures--this 
be congratulated on making this move be- was as of about 2 months ago-no figures 

·cause in my experience during the 12 years were available for the amount of research 
I have been on this particular committee, I specifically allotted for schizophrenia and it 
know-it .is .- only because of men and women was impossible to give me. a bre!j.~d,ow~ at 

: like you who have taken th~ bull by the that time. I will be-happy tp submit a c_opy 
horns, if that is a good . expression1 that of that. . , . 
anything has really gotten started· in this · Mr. FoGARTY. When yo~ contact somebody 
field. like that in the Public Health Service maybe 

I remember when the American Cancer he should know but unl_ess he is directly 
Society . was ·reorganized. · They reorganized connected with the institute, with :the reo: 
the ' American cancer Society in 1946 and -it· . spon~ibllity f,oF .allo9ati11g, t~e~e :(l,lnds; he . 
was then that Congress started to increase· probably would not be in close contac~ with . 
these appropriations for research in cancer. how much was being expendeli. That .i!> be
That is --the· reason . we are spending. more side the point any.way as far as getting 
Federal funds in research in cancer today something accpmplished in this area is con
than any' other disease: -I am for ·it. I cerned. 
think ·we ought to be spending more than Dr. DEAN . . The $B million, sir, we have over 
we are spending. I .think there is an area $30 million heart fund, $50 million polio 
we can expand too. It was not until the fund, about $45 million cancer fund. 
American ··cancer SoCiety was reorganized Schizophrenia certainly ranks up 'with them. , 
and really started working, that we wer& Mr. FoGARTY. ! _agree it does rank up the;re. 
able to get the interest of people. They in But for some reason or other the. National . 
·turn <contacted Members of - Congress and · Association' of Mental Health has never been 

, that is the reason these appropriations have very successful in raising funds priyatE1ly. 
kept going up. , - Dr. DEAN. Outside of the Scottish Rite. 
-·· Then followed the ' National Heart Insti- Mr. FoGARTY. Compared to heart and can-
tute and the enactment into la.w of the Na- · cer and even muscular dys1;rop:@y and cere.
tional Mental ' Health Act. Then -in 1948 we bral palsy, .the mental ·health ·group seems 
begari appropriating -funds. It was not until to have a more difficult time. We are hav-
1948- in mental health · that we appropriated '· ing a drive now, th.ey are h~ving, a. hard tim~ 
10 cents of Federat' funds to· ·-NIH for re- ge_tting peopl~,to ·contrib\lt~ : to. tp~s .. ·I ~no)'{ 
search in ·mental -hea-lth and -ill: _1948. the th~y have on a nationwide _basis; The ex-

: first appropriation was $4,25(},000 and now it · pe,rience 9f this· c9m~it1tee has Q.eell: over the. 
is: up :to $3.9 ·million.•. They ate· a-sking-a; l-ittle ; ye_ar~ ,.since we star.ted: ,. increasing .appropria- . 

· le~s · thiS year1 which I think is a .mistake. : t-ions .for cancer re~earch the. priv~te contri-=. 
I remember when ·-the first request was buttons to 'the. Ame:rlcan . canc~r. ~rive .every 

made for ·Federal , funds ' for --research into . year have gone up, too. Heart is· the _same. 
mental · illness, that over half · the people Dr. DEAN. · A ,person can . identify ·himl'?elf 
who w~re sick with mental illness were peo- with heart o.r cancer or poliQ bec,al,lse . it 
pie with •· seliizophrenia or· dementia praecox. means something . . Mental -health is , a 
Is that the·s·ame thing? ' · ·"' : . · - . generalized, ambiguous term:. . · 

br. O:E'AN: The same thing. · Mr. FoGARTY. 'That may be the answer .: t-o 
Mr. FoGARTY. ·The committee was im- this thing. We raised the question 2 or 3 

years ago about, thiEj proble~ ·of mental re- · 
pressed at that time. I ani surprised to find tardation In children. I did not know much 

. out as ·you say in your statement that with . 
the Federal funds .and with the National As- about this problem until I was asked to ad- . 

. sociation for Mental Health there is only dress a group of parents of mentally re
. - · tarded children in my State. We began to 
about $1 million belng ~pent on research in ask questions about what the Federal Gov
schfzophrenia. That seems like a low :figure . - · ·. - • . -. 
to -. me." I understood that the Institute· of ernment is doing in the field ·of mental re-
M·ental Health was allocating ·much more ~~~~ation. We found we were doing noth-
funds than that in research in schizophrenia. As a result of the parents of those chil
I thought Dr. Felix said this year we _. were dren organizing into a group, a national as
spending seven or eight or nine .million dol- sociation, where we were not spending any
lars in this area of schizophrenia. I am not. thing in this field 3 years ago we are going 

' sure about th.at. . . , . . to spend four or five million dollars this 
I am · surprised we are not spending 'more year just in research. But it wa.S not until 

money in this area because of the prevalence the parents of . these children got together 
., of schizophrenia as a teal problem in mental and expressed· an interest and that was re-

health and everyone in Congress agrees we 
_should do someth~ng in the field of mental 
health. But as you say it is pretty am:. 
biguous wording and is a pretty generalized 
term. Congress has responded rather well 
as far as mental health is concerned, but not 
specifically in this area. Do I make myself 
plain? What I am trying to say is I think 
you are spearheading a real good movement 
and I think it is necessary and I think it 
might be the answer to getting more in
terest in this field as· far as the public is 
concerned. It is the way of pinpointing the 
tremendous problem that exists in this par- · 
ticular area. 

Mr. MoRANo. Mr. Chairman, I am sure we . 
do not wish to detain you unduly. 

Mr. FoGARTY. You stay as long as you like. 
Mr. DENTON has an interest in this also. I 
am sure . he has some questions . to: ask . ... 
. Mr. MoRANo. I ·want to compliment Mr. 

DENTON for his alertness in raising. the spe
cific question of sc.hizophrenia. · I would like . 
to make some suggestions as a Member of 
Congress. 
" ·It is .my. hope that perhaps the committee 
can: earmark some money for schizophrenia 
out of .this mental health appropriation, No. 
1, ~o. 2,. it is my hope that your report will 
contain some of tl;lese facts that are p),'e-:- . 
sented here after you have ·established that 
they are .sound facts in your report,..,to point 
up specifically the urgent need for · more at
tention 'to schizophrenia as a major mental 
health problem. 

·. ~!;'. FOGARTY. The report Will contain . 
something ·about this problem. I think I 
caJ?, say tn~t as long as I have the responsi
bility for the.reru>rt. I , think this committee 
would like to r~ise the administration's 
figures on mental health as a whole and· I ' 
dG not know if we could earmark it or- not. -
This is only one. area. We have other areas 
we woul.d also like to raise. . But we need · 
JJ.elp when w.e get on the . floor. of C,o_ngref'?S 
because we ~till haV«;llJlany ¥embers ·of Con
gress wl10 do not believe ·in spending funds 
for research. · · · 

A{r. MoRANo .. I do not. 'believe .you can .. in
clude ~e ~n· those M~mbe~:s . . I , am ~ Me,:n- . 
l:)er . of .. congress who has tried . assiduously 
and vigorously "to support this. 
. Mr. FOGARTY, You know the figl;lts we have 
had on the floor ·in trying to get these appro-
priations. · 
. Mr. MoRANO. I realize the problems you 
have al;id I can say to the chairman and the 
oth,er members of .the commit.tee that I for · 
one. will continue -my support of this com
mitte.e's program. 

Mr. FOGARTY. We need it and a lot more . 
You are talking to a very sympathetic com
mittee as 'far as· spending Federal funds for 
medical research is concerned. : 

Mr. MoRANO. I .' hope you can earmark· 
~unds :~;or research in schizophrenia. 

Mr. FoGARTY. Did you understand my posi
tion, Doctor? 

Dr. DE.AN. W«;l believe schizophrenia holds 
the key to all mentai disease. 

Mr. DENTON. As Chairman FoG4RTY said, I 
am interested in this question. · I am very. 
glad you made this presentation because I 
am very much interested in the same thing. 

Let me ask- you this. How much do you 
think we ought to increase · the appropria-
tion for schizophrenia? · health. layed · to Congress that we were able to . get 

· I think you should be congratulated and Congress interested specificaiiy in that field 
. Mrs. Rockefeller and Congressman MORANO of research in mental retardation. . · Dr .. :DEAN. I can o~ly quote comparati,ye 

· figures. There are ' as many schizophrenics 
ih hospitals today as heart cases, almost as 
many. 

for forming this organization. Knowi,ng you Dr. DEAN. You are probably familiar with 
were coming here, I did ask some questions this book. The Facts on Major Crippling 
apout you and I understand you have been a Diseases in the United States. It is a fat 
very successful man in medicine · over the book; there are various parts. There is a 
years and you have· a real sincere interest in section on mental illness. I marked in red 
this particular field. All I heard was good all the space devoted to. schizOphrenia. 
from doctors I talked to and asked about . Mr. FOGARTY. It has been because of the 
you. lack of interest of the general public in this 

The clerk just brought to my attention the particular area. This is the first time to my 
transcript of Dr. Felix' testimony: knowledge that anyone has appeared before 

''Mr. DENTON. How niuch is being spent us to talk to just the specific problem of 
on schizophrenia? schizophrenia. We talk in terms of mental 

Mr. DENTON. We have had difficulty to get 
doctors in this particular field. W~ set up a 
program to train more psychiatrists. The 
Men tal Health Society was in here yesterday 
talking about . trying to train psychiatrists 
from the medical profession and have them 
go into that field. The Veterans' Adminis
tration has had quite a campaign in this way 
to get doctors. They put some figures in the 
record on how much the Government would 
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save in care in Government hospital~ and . 
on a number of other matters the Govern
ment has. If there was a cure tor t .his it 
would be astounding how much the Govern
ment would save. 

TREATMENT 
About treating schizophrenia now, what 

do you think is the approved practice? Is 
it psychotherapy, is it shock, or drugs? 

Dr. DEAN. A combination of each. I could 
not . as a busy, active, private physician-! 
am only a country .doctor and a private phy
sician-! could not practice without shock 
treatment. I could ·not practice without the 
tranquilizing drugs nor without psychother- · 
apy. So presently we are using all three of , 
them in treating sch,izophrenia. We feel that 
our treatment is still inadequate. We do 
not know the cause. We do not know what 
we are treating. We .are working in the dark. 

Mr. DENTON. We had the mental health 
group here yesterday. They felt that they 
had made great progress with tranquilizing 
drugs. 

Dr. DEAN. ~ere has been great progress. 
Mr. DENTON. But there is. a need for more 

psychiatrists. 

·SENATE 
FRIDAY, MA~C:tr 21,. 1958 

(Legislative day of Monday, March 17, 
1958) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m.,. on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. :rrederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal Spirit, center of every sphere, 
yet for us not just out on the vast rim 
of far · spaces, but nearer to us than 
breathing-a present hell:>, waiting to 
live in us; our daily sustenance, the foun
tain of a courage that will not fail, and 
of a power that can use our frail weak
ness as its healing and illuminating 
channel: 

In this confused day, with its noisy 
voices and contending claims, grant unto 
these, Thy servants, that they may be 
faithful to every trust committed by the 
people to their hands, giving utterance 
only to their highest, noblest thoughts. 
Upon their shoulders may there rest un
sullied the white mantle of the Nation's 
honor. In the dear Redeemer's name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, March 20, 1958, was dispensed 
with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDE1~T 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were ·communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- · 

fore the Senate messages from the Presi- · 

. Dr. Overholser has charge of tpfs ScQttj.sh 
Rite fund, He appeared before the commit
tee in another connection and testified to 
tpat. We are building a facility at St. Eliza
beths Hospital where the Mental Health In- . 
stitute and St. Elizabeths Hospital work to
gether on this subject with drugs. There are · 
facilities out there for lt .now where they are 
working on it at the present time. They said , 
they did ·not have the subjects classified at 
the present time. Some drugs helped some 
and some another. I am one member of this 
committee who is very sympathetic with 
what you are presenting and I am delighted 
you have set up this organization. I think it 
is a very worthy cause. 

TERMINOLOGY 
Dr. DEAN. Schizophrenia is a stepchild of 

psychiatry. Let us call it by its name. 
Mr. DENTON. What do you mean by that? 
Dr . .. DEAN. We do not know very much 

about it, not 1 in 50 people would recognize 
tP.e name if they heard it. It is pretty much 
of a mystery. I think we ought to call 
s~hizophrenia schizophrenia and not mental 
illness. 

Mr. DENTON. They all know dementia 
praecox. 

dent of the United · states submitting· 
several nominations, which were re
ferred to the appropriate committees. 
. <For nominations this day received, see 

the end of Senate proceedings.) 

·MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
- A message from the .House of Repre

sentatives, 'by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
nad passed the joint resolution <S. J. Res. 
162) to stay' any reduction in support 
prices or acreage allotments until Con
gress can make appropriate changes in 
the price support and acreage allotment 
laws, with amendments, in which it re
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the . 
House had passed the following bills, in . 
which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H. R. 1126. An act to amend the Tariff Act · 
of 1930 to exempt from duty pistols and re
volvers not using fixed ammunition; 

H. R. 2783. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to provide for the free importation 
of amorphous graphite; 

H . R. 5208. An act to amend paragraph 
1541 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 
t'o provide that the rate of duty in effect with 
respect to harpsichords and clavichords shall 
be the same as the rate in effect with respect 
tb pianos; 
- H. R. 7004. An act to amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930 with respect to the dutiable status 
of handles, wholly or in chief value of wood, 
imported to be used in the manufacture of . 
paint rollers; 
· H. R. 7363. An act to amend the Tariff Act 

o-f 1930 to reduce the import duty on evis
cerated pigeons; 
· H. R. 7516. An act tq_ amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930 so as to permit the impor.tation free 
of duty of religious vestments and regalia · 
presented without charge to a church or to 
certain religious, educational, or charitable . 
organizations; and . 

H. R. 9923. An act to amend the Tariff Act : 
ot 1930 to permit temporary free · imparta
tion . under bond for exportation, of articles . 
to be repaired, altered, or otherwise processed 
under certain conditiqns, and for ' other J>Ur_-
poses. · · 

: Dr. DEAN. Not many. , We ·an :do here. · 
Thi$ is an · el}.light;e.,ned group. The publltc . 
at large . ts pretty. vague a)x>ut ~ementia . 
praecox or schizophrenia sj.mply because , 
their attention has been focused on mental . 
11lness. We should call this by name, estab
lish foundations in its name and we can ac
complish· more than · by keeping it hidden 
behind the skirtS of mental l}.lness. · 

Mr. MARSHALL. I .would like to commend 
Mr. MORANO for bringing Mrs. Rockefeller 
ancLDr. Dean bef.ore us this morning-to talk . 
about this important subject. ·The commit-
tee has spent considerable lime going over 
the justifications and l am sure the testi
mony you have. given will be given great 
weight before this committee. 
. Mr. MoRANp. Thank you very much, Mr. 

MARSHALL. I want to say that we are grateful · 
to you, Congressman MARSHALL; Congressman 
DENTON, and Congressman FOGARTY, tor the . 
sympathetic way you have received us here 
this morning and we apologize for imposing 
unduly on your limited time. You have been 

·very kind and have giveri us a ·lot or · time. · 
\Ve need say no more. Thank · you very 
much. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were seV,erally read 

twice by . their titles and referred to the 
Committee on Finance: 

H. R. _l126. An act tci' amend the Tar~ff Act : 
of 1930 to exempt from duty . pistols and re- · 
volvers not using fixed ammunition; . 

H. R. 2783. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
or 1930 to provide for. the free importation 
of amorphous graphite; · 
. H. R. 5208 .. An act to amend paragraph 

1541 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 
to provide that the rate of duty in effect 
with respect to harpsichords and clavichords 
shall be the . same as the rate in 'effect with ; 
respect to pianos; · 
. H. R. 7004. An act to amend the Tariff Act 

of .1930 with respect to the dutiable status 
of handles, wholly or in chief value of wood, · 
imported to be used in the manufacture of 
paint rollers; 
. H. R. 7363. An act to amend the Tariff _Act 

of 1930 to reduce the import duty on eviscer
ated pigeons; 

H. R. 7516. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 so as to permit the importation. fr~e 
of duty of religious vestments and regalia pre- · 
sented without charge to a church or to cer
tain religious, educational, or charitable or
ganizations; and 

H. R. 9923. An act to amend the Tariff Act : 
of 1930 to permit temporary free importation 
under bond for exportation, of articles to be 
repaired, altered, or otherwise processed un
der certain conditions, and for other pur
poses. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore an

nounced that on today, March 21, 1958, 
lie signed the following enrolled bills, · 
which had previously been signed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives: · 

S. 235. An act· to increase from $50 to $75 
per month the amount of benefits payable 
to widows of certain former employees of the 
Lighthouse Service; 

S. 2120. An act to authorize the Secretary 
ol the Interior to construct, rehabilitate, 
o'perate; and ·maintain the lower ·Rio Grande 
rehabilitation project, _Texas, Mercedes divi
sion; and 

S. 3418. An act to stimuiate residential 
construction·. 
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